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This  thesis  investigates  the  impact  of  military  service  on  the  socioeconomic  status 
of  women  veterans  of  the  post- 1973  U.S.  all- volunteer  force  by  comparing  the  earnings 
and  family  income  of  women  veterans  to  similar  non-serving  women.  Data  from  the 
1990  Public  Use  Microdata  Sample  L  were  used  in  this  analysis.  This  data  set  is  a  .45 
percent  sample  drawn  from  1990  Census  data  and  contains  information  on  1,139,142 
individuals.  These  data  are  delineated  by  labor  market  area,  which  allows  for  the 
calculation  and  control  of  local  labor  market  conditions.  Military  service  may  directly 
impact  status  attainment  by  increasing  a  woman  veteran's  human  capital  and/or  her 
ability  to  convert  human  capital  into  socioeconomic  status.  Additionally,  military  service 
may  also  affect  status  attainment  indirectly  through  its  influence  on  familial  variables 
(e.g.,  number  of  children,  marital  status)  and  through  employers'  perceptions  of  the 
capabilities  of  veterans  relative  to  non-veterans.  Using  semilogarithmic  regression,  I 
found  that,  overall,  African-American  women  veterans,  white  Hispanic  women  veterans, 


and  women  veterans  in  other  minority  racial/ethnic  categories  did  not  differ  significantly 
from  their  non-serving  counterparts,  controlling  for  several  factors  associated  with 
socioeconomic  status.  White,  non-Hispanic  women  veterans,  however,  suffered  an 
earnings  and  family  income  penalty  relative  to  similar  non- serving  women.  The  data 
suggest  that  this  veteran  disadvantage  may  be  due  to  the  interaction  of  military  service, 
childbearing  patterns,  and  educational  attainment.  Comparisons  between  veterans  and 
their  active  duty  and  Guard/Reserve  counterparts  are  made  and  the  impact  of  the 
concentration  of  military  and  ex-military  personnel  within  local  labor  markets  is 


discussed. 
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INTRODUCTION 


The  impact  of  military  service  on  an  individual's  post-service  socioeconomic 
status  attainment  has  concerned  economists  and  sociologists  alike  over  the  past  several 
decades.  Yet,  with  all  the  research  that  currently  exists,  there  is  very  little  consensus 
about  what  effect,  if  any,  military  service  has  on  a  person  after  he  or  she  leaves  the 
military.  Trends  found  with  one  data  set  using  one  methodology  often  differ  from  those 
using  either  different  samples  or  slightly  different  methods. 

In  addition  to  their  difficulty  confirming  the  findings  of  other  studies,  research 
has  been  lacking  in  other  areas.  The  most  notable  deficiency  is  the  exclusion  of  women 
veterans  from  study  until  1984  (Poston,  Segal,  and  Butler  1984).  Although  this  group 
has  been  studied  by  a  handful  of  individuals  since  that  time,  it  continues  to  be  poorly 
represented  in  the  published  literature. 

The  lack  of  attention  paid  to  female  veterans  prior  to  1984  can  largely  be 
attributed  to  their  exclusion  from  or  minimal  representation  in  databases  containing 
information  regarding  veteran  status.  For  example,  prior  to  1980,  the  United  States' 
decennial  census  of  population  and  housing  asked  only  men  about  their  military  service 
(Poston,  Segal,  and  Butler  1984).  Likewise,  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  Labor  Statistics  did  not 
begin  to  include  information  on  women's  veteran  status  in  data  from  the  Current 
Population  Survey  (CPS)  until  1986  and  did  not  regularly  record  this  information  until 
1989  (Roca  1986;  Mehay  and  Hirsch  1995). 

Some  may  argue  that,  due  to  women's  limited  participation  in  the  military  up  to 
this  time  period,  there  were  not  enough  women  veterans  to  be  sampled.  While  it  is  true 
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that  women  constituted  only  about  five  percent  of  the  United  States'  total  military  force 
in  1976,  there  were  about  450,000  women  veterans  from  World  War  II  and  the  Korean 
War  and  250,000  women  Vietnam  veterans  (Binkin  and  Bach  1977;  Roca  1986).  These 
numbers  do  not  even  include  the  peace-time  women  veterans,  who  numbered  about 
330,000  in  1986  (Roca  1986).  With  an  increase  in  the  participation  of  women  in  the 
military  (from  less  than  2%  of  the  total  force  in  1972  to  over  13%  in  1996),  women 
veterans  have  become  and  are  likely  to  remain  a  significant  population  in  need  of  study 
(AFIS  1996;  WREI  1996). 

It  is  in  light  of  this  deficiency  that  I  concentrate  my  research  efforts  on  the  study 
of  women  veterans  of  the  post- 1973  all- volunteer  force  (AVF).  In  general,  I  ask  the 
question:  How  does  service  in  the  United  States  Armed  Forces  influence  post-service 
status  attainment  for  women  veterans?  I  attempt  to  answer  this  question  by  comparing 
the  socioeconomic  status  attainment  of  women  veterans  to  that  of  women  who  have  not 
served.  I  use  a  human  capital  perspective,  largely  based  on  the  work  of  Browning, 
Lopreato,  and  Poston  (1973).  These  researchers  have  suggested  that  the  military  may 
serve  as  a  "bridging  environment"  for  some  individuals.  They  define  such  an 
environment  as  one  "in  which  the  individual  may  acquire  new  skills  and  abilities,  which, 
after  military  service,  could  help  him  [or  her]  in  his  [or  her]  civilian  career"  (p.76).  While 
Browning,  Lopreato,  and  Poston  (1973)  obviously  intended  this  environment  to  operate 
on  men,  and  more  specifically,  minority  men,  it  is  not  without  applicability  to  women.  I 
will  later  describe  exactly  how  the  military  may  serve  as  a  bridging  environment  for 
women. 
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In  addition  to  the  bridging  environment  hypothesis,  I  will  provide  two  other 
theoretical  explanations  as  to  how  the  military  may  influence  the  socioeconomic  status  of 
women  veterans.  First,  the  military  may  influence  socioeconomic  status  indirectly  via  its 
influence  on  certain  familial  variables  such  as  marital  status  and  fertility;  being  unmarried 
and  having  fewer  children  have  been  linked  to  positive  socioeconomic  outcomes  for 
women  (Duncan,  Prus,  and  Sandy  1995).  Then  to  the  extent  that  military  service 
decreases  the  probability  of  a  woman  marrying  or  having  children,  women  may  gain 
some  earnings  advantage  indirectly  from  military  service.  Second,  an  individual's  veteran 
status  may  serve  as  a  signal  to  civilian  employers  that  he  or  she  has  previously  met 
certain  rigorous  physical,  mental,  and  productivity  standards  and  is,  thus,  likely  to  be  a 
productive  worker  and  worth  more  than  similar  non- veterans  in  the  civilian  labor  market 
(DeTray  1982). 

I  begin  this  study  with  a  more  detailed  explication  of  my  theoretical  framework. 

I  will  examine  human  capital  theory  and  the  bridging  environment,  how  the  bridging 
environment  hypothesis  may  be  applied  to  women  veterans,  the  implications  of  military 
service  for  familial  considerations,  veteran  status  as  a  screening  device,  and  an  important 
alternative  explanation,  selection  bias.  I  will  then  review,  summarize,  and  critique  the 
previous  research  (prior  studies  of  male  and  female  veterans)  relevant  to  my  study. 

Next,  I  will  state  my  hypotheses  and  describe  the  methodology  which  I  have  used  to  test 
them.  Lastly,  I  will  present  and  analyze  the  results  of  my  study  and  attempt  to  draw 
some  conclusions  concerning  the  socioeconomic  status  attainment  of  women  veterans  of 
the  AVF. 
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THEORETICAL  FRAMEWORK 


Human  Capital  Theory  and  the  Bridging  Environment 

Human  capital  theory  can  largely  be  thought  of  as  a  cost/benefit  analysis  of  the 
decisions  one  makes  in  life  controlling  for  the  attributes  with  which  one  is  endowed 
(Phillips  et  all  992).  The  costs  and  benefits  of  these  decisions  are  often  measured  in 
terms  of  socioeconomic  status,  e.g.,  occupational  prestige,  income,  or  educational 
attainment.  Decisions  that  result  in  an  increase  in  an  individual's  potential  to  raise  his  or 
her  socioeconomic  status  are  said  to  be  beneficial  and  can  be  conceptualized  as  a  gain  in 
human  capital. 

For  example,  an  individual  who  decides  to  attend  a  four-year  college  immediately 
after  graduating  from  high  school  instead  of  entering  the  labor  market  directly  will  incur 
the  cost,  in  many  cases,  of  having  to  pay  tuition  and  forgoing  earnings  by  working  part 
time  or  in  a  job  with  limited  prospects  for  a  career.  However,  after  graduating  from 
college,  one's  income  is  likely  to  rise  dramatically  (above  that  of  the  direct  entry  laborer) 
as  a  result  of  the  added  human  capital  which  his  or  her  degree  provides.  Thus,  the  life 
decisions  one  makes  can  be  seen  as  investment  decisions  (Phillips  et  al.  1992;  Fredland 
and  Little  1985).  Investments  are  made  based  on  the  calculated  payoff  of  the  training, 
education,  or  experience  gained  from  any  given  choice. 

One  such  investment  an  individual  can  make  is  to  join  the  military.  Browning, 
Lopreato,  and  Poston  (1973)  elaborated  on  how  a  gain  in  human  capital  could  be 
achieved  via  service  in  the  armed  forces.  They  propose  that  the  military  provides  its 
members  with  certain  skills  and  abilities  that  increase  their  post-service  marketability  in 
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the  civilian  labor  force  and,  thus,  their  socioeconomic  status.  That  is,  the  military 
provides  a  bridge  to  a  higher  post-service  socioeconomic  status  by  allowing  the  soldier 
to  gain  human  capital  which  can  be  used  to  achieve  a  larger  salary,  a  more  prestigious 
occupation,  etc.  Hence,  the  military  has  been  referred  to  as  a  bridging  environment 
(Browning,  Lopreato,  and  Poston  1973). 

The  bridging  environment  operates  via  several  aspects  of  military  service.  First, 
the  military  offers  its  soldiers  opportunities  to  gain  both  training  and  education 
(Browning,  Lopreato,  and  Poston  1973;  Lopreato  and  Poston  1977).  The  training  in 
one's  military  specialty  may  be  directly  transferable  to  a  civilian  occupation.  In  turn,  one 
may  be  able  to  earn  higher  wages  or  gain  entry  to  a  more  prestigious  job  based  on 
experience  gained  in  their  specialty.  In  fact,  Mangum  and  Ball  (1987;  1989),  using  a 
sample  of  8 1 1  veterans  and  individuals  who  had  left  the  military  prior  to  the  end  of  their 
enlistment  (drawn  from  the  National  Longitudinal  Surveys-Youth  Cohort,  1979-1984), 
found  that  that  47.8%  of  the  veterans  and  45.1%  of  the  "attritters"  were  able  to  transfer 
their  skills  to  their  civilian  occupations.  They  also  reported  that,  if  employer-specific 
training  is  excluded,  the  military  skills  transfer  rate  is  equal  to  the  skills  transfer  rate  in 
the  civilian  sector.  It  should  be  noted,  however,  that  this  study  was  conducted  on 
individuals  who  were  volunteers  in  the  post- 1973  all- volunteer  force.  The  authors  report 
that  previous  studies  involving  conscripted  personnel  have  shown  significantly  lower 
transfer  rates  (Mangum  and  Ball  1989). 

In  addition  to  training,  the  military  also  has  provided  veterans  many  educational 
benefits,  albeit  of  varying  quality  and  quantity  (Cohen,  Warner,  and  Segal  1 995).  These 
benefits,  which  have  been  both  contributory  and  noncontributory,  provide  funding  to  be 


5 


used  for  higher  or  advanced  education.  Some  examples  of  this  are  the  G.I.  Bill,  the 
Veterans  Educational  Assistance  Program  (VEAP),  and  the  Montgomery  G.I.  Bill. 
According  to  Berger  and  Hirsh  (1983),  approximately  50%  of  veterans  of  the  Vietnam 
era  took  advantage  of  such  benefits. 

A  second  way  in  which  the  military  may  increase  a  veteran's  probability  of 
achieving  a  higher  socioeconomic  status  is  by  providing  its  soldiers  with  a  certain 
amount  of  independence  by  separating  them  from  many  of  the  ties  of  the  areas  from 
which  they  came  (Browning,  Lopreato,  and  Poston  1973;  Lopreato  and  Poston  1977). 
This  is  accomplished  via  the  geographic  separation  of  the  soldier  from  his  or  her  home 
and  the  forced  integration  of  many  dissimilar  personnel  into  the  same  unit  (Browning, 
Lopreato,  and  Poston  1973;  Lopreato  and  Poston  1 977).  Separation  and  integration  are 
particularly  important  for  members  of  racial/ethnic  minority  groups  who  may  have  come 
from  highly  segregated  areas.  Independence  may  provide  some  of  the  drive  or 
motivation  necessary  to  relocate  geographically  after  the  completion  of  military  service 
in  order  to  benefit  the  veteran's  civilian  career  (Lopreato  and  Poston  1977).  In  addition, 
forced  integration  provides  minorities  "exposure  to  mainstream  achievement  values" 
(Cohen,  Warner,  and  Segal  1 995,  p.92)  and  experience  with  living  and  working  in  the 
"milieu  of  the  majority  group"  (Martindale  and  Poston  1979,  p.219). 

The  third  way  that  the  military  may  act  as  a  bridging  environment  for  some 
individuals  is  by  giving  soldiers  the  "capability  to  cope  with  and  manipulate  the  large- 
scale  organizational  structures  that  increasingly  typify  U.S.  society"  (Browning, 
Lopreato,  and  Poston  1973,  p.77).  Veterans  acquire  the  skills  necessary  to  operate 
effectively  within  bureaucratic  organizations,  which  may  produce  dividends  when 
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applying  for  future  jobs,  especially  those  within  the  state  or  federal  government. 
Minorities,  who  may  not  have  such  experience,  are  thought  to  reap  even  greater  benefits 
from  this  aspect  of  the  bridging  environment  (Browning,  Lopreato,  and  Poston  1973; 
Lopreato  and  Poston  1977). 

It  has  been  suggested  by  several  studies  that  the  military  may  best  serve  as  a 
bridge  for  those  with  the  least  amount  of  human  capital  upon  entering  the  service 
(Browning,  Lopreato,  and  Poston  1973;  Lopreato  and  Poston  1977;  Little  and  Fredland 
1979;  Martindale  and  Poston  1979;  Poston  1979;  Xie  1992).  Included  in  this  group  are 
those  with  less  education  and  those  of  minority  status  who  are  likely  to  have  been 
disadvantaged  in  their  opportunities  to  gain  human  capital.  Thus,  to  the  extent  that 
military  service  offers  a  payoff  on  the  soldier's  investment  of  service,  it  is  most  likely  to 
be  realized  by  those  who  are  relatively  deprived  (Lopreato  and  Poston  1977). 

As  with  any  investment  decision,  there  is  always  a  risk  that  capital  will  depreciate 
or  opportunities  will  be  forgone  that  would  have  been  more  beneficial.  In  the  case  of 
investing  in  the  military,  one  is  foregoing  years  of  his  or  her  life  that  could  be  used  to 
gain  civilian  labor  force  experience  or  civilian  education.  To  the  extent  that  these  lost 
opportunities  may  have  been  more  beneficial  than  military  service,  veterans  will  be  at  a 
disadvantage  relative  to  their  non-veteran  counterparts.  Browning,  Lopreato,  and 
Poston  (1973)  state  that  "Two  years  or  more  of  military  service  will  often  interfere  with 
the  completion  of  higher  education,  delay  the  fulfillment  of  an  apprenticeship,  or  impede 
the  acquisition  of  on-the-job  training  skills,  all  of  which  are  convertible  into  higher 
income  at  some  future  time"  (p.75).  This  interruption  of  civilian  career  continuity  may 
be  especially  disadvantageous  to  those  veterans  entering  occupations  which  offer 
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seniority  premiums  (Browning,  Lopreato,  and  Poston  1973;  Cutright  1974).  Therefore, 
those  with  less  human  capital  (i.e.,  minorities  and  the  less  educated)  who  go  into  jobs 
where  career  continuity  is  relatively  unimportant  should  see  the  greatest  advantage  from 
military  service. 

Women  and  the  Bridging  Environment 

Although  it  was  not  originally  formulated  to  apply  to  women,  one  can  see  the 
parallels  between  the  way  in  which  the  bridging  environment  may  work  for  racial 
minorities  and  the  way  that  it  may  work  for  women.  Women  are  certainly  disadvantaged 
in  their  opportunities  to  gain  and  convert  human  capital.  To  a  large  extent,  this  is  a 
result  of  women's  culturally  dictated  domestic  responsibilities,  segregation  into 
traditional  female  occupations,  and  the  devaluation  of  women's  work.  A  look  at  some 
basic  evidence  makes  this  point  well.  In  terms  of  domestic  responsibility,  Duncan,  Prus, 
and  Sandy  (1993)  compared  married  women,  with  and  without  children,  to  never 
married  women,  and  found  that  married  women  with  children  had  the  lowest  average 
earnings,  spent  the  most  time  out  of  the  labor  force,  and  had  the  least  amount  of 
education.  Kilboume,  England,  and  Beron  (1994)  add,  "Gender  inequality  is  ...  caused 
by  sex  differences  in  years  of  employment  experiences,  resulting  from  the  assignment  of 
child  rearing  to  women"  (p.l  171).  This  explanation,  however,  does  not  explain  all  of  the 
disparity  between  men  and  women  in  their  ability  to  obtain  and  convert  human  capital,  as 
this  difference  often  persists  even  after  these  kinds  of  variables  have  been  controlled  for 
statistically. 

Women  are  also,  for  the  most  part,  segregated  into  certain  occupations.  This  is, 
of  course,  tied  to  the  cultural  definition  of  women's  roles.  Abrahamson  and  Sigelman 
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(1987)  found  that  within  Metropolitan  Statistical  Areas  (MS As),  increased  sex 
segregation  of  occupations  was  positively  associated  with  the  percentage  of  families  with 
children,  lower  percentages  of  women  in  the  labor  force,  and  lower  educational 
attainment  of  women.  Women  tend  to  hold  jobs  disproportionately  in  "nurturing" 
occupations  (e.g.,  nursing,  social  work,  and  teaching)  and  in  occupations  in  which  most 
of  the  workers  are  women  (Firestone  1992;  Andersen  1993;  Kilbourne,  England,  and 
Beron  1994). 

Even  though  many  of  these  jobs  require  the  same  education  and  cognitive 
abilities  as  those  that  men  occupy,  women  remain  at  a  disadvantage  (Kilbourne,  England, 
and  Beron  1994).  Andersen  (1993)  reports  that  women  employed  year  round  in  full¬ 
time  jobs  in  1990  earned,  on  average,  more  than  $8,500  less  than  men  who  worked  year 
round  and  full  time.  Furthermore,  occupations  that  contain  higher  percentages  of 
women  are  those  that  are  most  penalized  both  economically  and  socially  (Andersen 
1993;  Kilbourne,  England,  and  Beron  1994). 

Given  this  situation,  one  can  envision  how  the  military  could  serve  as  a  bridge  to 
higher  socioeconomic  status  attainment  for  women  veterans.  Recalling  the  three  ways  in 
which  the  bridging  hypothesis  operates:  training  and  education,  immersion  and 
development  of  independence,  and  provision  of  bureaucratic  experience,  I  will  apply  this 
hypothesis  to  women.  Training  and  education  received  either  through  the  military 
directly  or  through  the  use  of  veterans'  benefits,  is  likely  to  increase  the  human  capital  of 
women.  Women  veterans  are  able  to  apply  their  training  to  their  civilian  job  about  fifty 
percent  of  the  time  (Mangum  and  Ball  1987;  Mangum  and  Ball  1989).  This  is  greater 
than  male  veterans'  transfer  rate  and  only  slightly  less  than  that  of  their  civilian 
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counterparts.  More  importantly,  many  women  receive  training  in  traditionally  male  jobs 
that  may  translate  into  increased  earnings  in  the  civilian  sector  (Warner  1985;  Cohen, 
Warner,  and  Segal  1995).  However,  Firestone  (1992)  finds  that,  although  women  are 
found  in  a  greater  variety  of  jobs  within  the  military  relative  to  the  civilian  labor  force, 
there  still  exists  sexual  occupational  segregation. 

In  addition  to  providing  educational  and  training  benefits,  the  military  may 
increase  women's  potential  socioeconomic  status  by  immersing  them  in  and  socializing 
them  to  a  dominant  male  environment.  Here  they  may  develop  characteristics  such  as, 
"independence,  self-confidence,  leadership  and  a  masculine  orientation"  that  employers  in 
male  dominated  occupations  may  desire  (Warner  1995,  p.54).  In  addition,  they  may 
become  "less  inhibited  to  apply  for  jobs  in  the  male  dominated  secotrs[sic]  of  the  civilian 
labor  market"  (Warner  1985,  p.53).  As  with  minorities,  if  independence  develops,  it  may 
also  provide  the  motivation  to  move  to  a  different  area  for  the  benefit  of  one's  career 
(Browning,  Lopreato,  and  Poston  1973). 

There  has,  however,  been  evidence  raised  against  the  idea  that  women  in  the 
military  are  socialized  to  acquire  more  traditionally  masculine  traits.  DeFleur  and 
Warner  (1987)  conducted  a  study  of  male  and  female  graduates  and  nongraduates  from 
the  U.S.  Air  Force  Academy.  They  found  that  female  graduates  did  not  perceive 
themselves  as  becoming  more  masculine  or  even  more  androgynous  in  their  gender-role 
classifications  from  the  time  they  entered  until  they  graduated.  In  fact,  there  was  a 
general  trend  towards  heightened  self-perception  of  femininity  among  female  graduates. 
It  must  be  noted,  though,  that  self  reports  do  not  always  correlate  with  observable  traits. 
In  addition,  these  self  reports  were  made  relative  to  the  hypermasculine  culture  of  their 
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male  peers,  which  may  minimize  the  females'  perception  of  the  masculine  socialization 
that  did  occur  within  themselves. 

Lastly,  the  bridging  environment  hypothesis  would  predict  that  women  would 
gain  experience  in  functioning  within  large  bureaucratic  organizations.  If  women,  in 
general,  were  to  be  lacking  in  this  experience,  veterans  would  gain  a  potential  advantage 
over  their  civilian  counterparts.  This  advantage  may  be  particularly  beneficial  due  to  the 
masculine  nature  of  the  military  bureaucracy  for  reasons  noted  above.  Furthermore,  to 
the  extent  that  women  seek  employment  in  the  public  sector,  they  should  receive  even 
greater  premiums. 

Familial  Considerations 

The  military,  theoretically,  may  benefit  women  more  indirectly  than  predicted  by 
the  bridging  environment  hypothesis.  One  method  of  indirect  influence  may  occur 
through  familial  variables  such  as  marital  status  and  fertility.  In  as  much  as  serving  in  the 
military  influences  a  woman's  propensity  to  marry  or  have  children,  there  is  a  potential 
indirect  effect  on  that  woman's  post-service  socioeconomic  status  attainment.  I  have 
already  recounted  evidence  that  would  predict  the  ways  in  which  marital  status  and 
fertility  may  influence  socioeconomic  status  attainment  (earnings),  but  the  link  between 
marital  status,  fertility,  and  the  military  needs  to  be  drawn. 

One  such  link  is  provided  by  Segal  (1986)  in  her  characterization  of  both  the 
military  and  the  family  as  greedy  institutions.  Coser  (1986,  p.4,  6)  describes  greedy 
institutions  as  those  that: 

. . .  make  total  claims  on  their  members  and  which  attempt  to  encompass  within 
their  circle  the  whole  personality.  . . .  they  seek  exclusive  and  undivided  loyalty 
and  they  attempt  to  reduce  the  claims  of  competing  roles  and  status  positions  on 


11 


those  they  wish  to  encompass  within  their  boundaries.  . . .  they  exercise  pressures 
on  component  individuals  to  weaken  their  ties,  or  not  to  form  any  ties,  with  other 
institutions  or  persons  that  might  make  claims  that  conflict  with  their  own 
demands  (quoted  in  Segal  1986,  p.l  1). 

Segal  argues  that  both  the  institution  of  the  family  and  the  military  institution  exhibit 
these  characteristics.  Individuals  on  active  duty  are  frequently  forced  to  make  sacrifices 
within  one  of  these  institutions  due  to  the  demands  of  the  other.  The  military  is 
intrinsically  greedy  due  to  the  set  of  demands  it  places  on  its  members  (e.g.,  risk  of 
death,  geographic  mobility,  and  geographic  separations  from  family  members)  (Segal 
1986).  The  family  can  also  be  greedy,  especially  of  women  to  whom  many  of  the 
domestic  responsibilities  fall  (Segal  1986). 

The  greed  which  the  military  exerts  on,  and  the  commitment  which  it  extracts 
from,  women  are  often  in  direct  competition  with  family  demands  (Segal  1986). 
Therefore,  women  on  active  duty  may  try  to  limit  either  the  military  or  familial  demands 
placed  on  them.  While  they  are  likely  to  have  little  control  over  the  military  demands, 
they  can  actively  control  the  extent  to  which  they  are  burdened  by  their  culturally  defined 
duties  within  the  institution  of  the  family.  Hence,  women  on  active  duty  may  choose  not 
to  marry  or  to  limit  the  number  of  children  that  they  have,  thereby  limiting  the  greed  of 
the  family.  Because  of  the  way  in  which  men's  and  women's  roles  are  culturally  defined, 
men  are  less  likely  to  experience  as  much  familial  greed. 

There  is  some  evidence  to  support  this  hypothesis.  Segal  (1986,  p.26)  reports 
that  "Military  women  are  less  likely  than  military  men  to  be  married  and  to  have 
children."  According  to  the  results  of  a  1985  Department  of  Defense  survey,  60%  of 
enlisted  males  were  married  while  only  53%  of  enlisted  women  were  married  (LaVange 
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et  al.  1986).  Overall,  81%  of  male  officers  and  only  49%  of  female  officers  were  married 
(LaVange  et  al.  1986).  In  addition,  about  47%  of  enlisted  men  and  65%  of  male  officers 
had  dependent  children,  while  only  35%  of  enlisted  women  and  26%  of  female  officers 
had  dependent  children  (LaVange  et  al.  1986). 

Analysis  of  more  recent  data  provides  comparable  results.  Fiscal  year  1992  data 
from  the  Defense  Manpower  Data  Center  (DMDC)  indicate  that  while  56%  of  enlisted 
males  aged  1 8-44  were  married,  only  46%  of  enlisted  women  in  the  same  age  group 
were  married  [OASD(P&R)  1993].  While  enlisted  women  aged  22  or  under  were 
slightly  more  likely  to  be  married  than  their  male  counterparts,  the  marriage  rate  of 
enlisted  men  exceeds  that  of  enlisted  women  starting  at  age  23  [OASD(P&R)  1993].  In 
fact,  if  only  the  enlisted  personnel  over  the  age  of  thirty  are  examined,  we  find  that  81% 
of  enlisted  men  are  married,  while  only  62%  of  enlisted  women  are  a  partner  in 
matrimony  [OASD(P&R)  1993].  Since  some  of  these  marriages  may  not  be  first 
marriages  and  those  who  are  divorced  would  be  counted  in  the  'not  married'  category,  it 
may  be  more  accurate  to  look  at  the  percentage  of  individuals  who  are  single,  never 
married.  Schumm  et  al.  (1996)  cite  Sample  Survey  of  Military  Personnel  (SSMP)  data 
from  1991  and  1994  that  indicate  that,  in  both  years,  enlisted  women  and  women  officers 
were  more  likely  to  have  never  been  married  than  their  male  counterparts. 

The  tendency  of  women  in  the  military  to  have  fewer  children  and  to  marry  less 
frequently  is  also  relevant  in  comparison  to  the  entire  population.  The  U.S.  Bureau  of 
the  Census  (1994)  reports  that,  in  1990,  58.4%  of  women  between  the  ages  of  15  and  44 
have  had  a  child.  If  those  women  aged  15  to  19  are  eliminated  from  the  sample  (to 
provide  a  better  sample  match  for  women  in  the  military),  we  find  that  over  74%  of 
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women  have  had  a  child  (U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census  1994,  Tables  3-1  and  FI).  In 
comparison  to  the  26%  of  female  officers  and  35%  of  enlisted  women  who  have 
dependent  children,  the  difference,  using  either  statistic,  is  remarkable.  While  having  a 
child  in  the  civilian  sector  and  having  a  dependent  child  in  the  military  are  not  exactly 
equivalent,  there  is  some  basis  for  comparison.  Additional  support  comes  from  data 
from  the  Defense  Enrollment  Eligibility  Reporting  System  (DEERS)  which  indicates  that 
the  birthrate  (i.e.,  the  percentage  of  women  who  gave  birth  to  their  first  child)  of  first- 
term  enlisted  women  in  FY1991  was  only  l/6th  that  of  civilian  wives  of  first-term  enlisted 
men  [OASD(P&R)  1993], 

In  terms  of  comparing  the  marital  status  of  military  and  non-military  personnel, 
Schumm  et  al.  (1996,  p.780),  in  a  summary  of  research  concerning  marriage  trends  in  the 
U.S.  Army,  report  that  "past  the  age  of  25,  slightly  fewer  female  soldiers  have  ever 
married  than  their  civilian  counterparts."  Comparing  FY1992  DMDC  data  with  data 
from  the  September  1992  Current  Population  Survey  (CPS)  File,  we  find  that  only  46% 
of  enlisted  women  aged  1 8-44  are  married,  while  the  percentage  of  their  1 8-44  year  old 
civilian  counterparts  who  are  currently  married  is  58%  [OASD(P&R)  1993].  This 
statistic,  however,  ignores  the  fact  that  some  of  those  who  are  not  currently  married  may 
have  been  married  at  one  time. 

Since  women  in  the  military  are  less  likely  to  be  married,  marry  less  frequently  (in 
particular,  those  over  the  age  of  25),  and  remain  childless  more  frequently  than  similar 
non- veterans,  one  would  predict  that,  on  average,  women  veterans  would  gain  a 
socioeconomic  advantage  indirectly  via  the  competition  between  military  service  and 
familial  demands  that  they  had  experienced  while  on  active  duty.  It  is  important  to  note 
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that  the  greed  of  the  military  relative  to  familial  demands  is  not  just  a  perception.  For 
some  time,  it  was  law.  The  military  has  employed  various  policies  over  the  years  that 
have  limited  the  participation  of  married  or  pregnant  women,  often  calling  for  their 
immediate  discharge  upon  the  occurrence  of  either  [Stiehm  1989;  OASD(P&R)  1993]. 

Furthermore,  many  women  voluntarily  leave  the  service  upon  becoming  a  parent 
or  entering  into  marriage  (Schumm  et  al.  1996)  or  in  order  to  do  so.  These  veterans, 
however,  are  still  likely  to  have  postponed  a  few  of  their  familial  demands.  That  is,  they 
will  have  "used  up"  some  of  their  limited  number  of  childbearing  years  during  their 
military  service  and  may  have  a  lower  completed  fertility,  thus  gaining  some 
socioeconomic  advantage.  However,  having  a  young  child  while  trying  to  transition 
back  into  the  civilian  labor  force  may  be  especially  costly  for  these  women  veterans. 
Therefore,  the  advantage  of  lowered  fertility  may  not  be  felt  for  some  years. 

One  other  familial  pattern  that  may  be  of  some  importance  in  its  influence  on  the 
post-service  socioeconomic  status  achievement  of  female  veterans  is  the  tendency  of 
women  in  the  military  to  marry  military  men.  In  fact,  approximately  one-third  of  female 
enlisted  and  officer  personnel  are  married  to  another  service  member  (LaVange  et  al. 
1986).  Looking  at  just  the  married  service  members,  about  64%  of  married  active  duty 
women  are  married  to  a  military  spouse  (LaVange  et  al.  1986).  To  the  extent  that  these 
women  leave  the  service  to  become  the  civilian  wives  of  their  military  husbands,  they  are 
likely  to  suffer  some  negative  consequences  in  the  civilian  labor  market.  More 
specifically,  the  demands  which  the  military  places  on  the  military  family,  such  as 
frequent  relocation,  have  been  linked  to  higher  rates  of  unemployment  and  significant 
wage  penalties  for  wives  of  military  members  [OASD(P&R)  1993;  Gill,  Haurin,  and 


15 


Phillips  1994].  For  example,  Gill,  Haurin,  and  Phillips  (1994,  p.341)  report  that  each 
military  relocation  "permanently  reduces  a  woman's  wage  by  2.8  percent."  The  family 
income  of  these  women  may  also  be  affected  to  the  extent  that  their  active  duty  or 
veteran  husbands  differ  from  their  non-serving  counterparts  in  terms  of  earnings  or 
wages. 

Not  only  do  women  who  move  with  their  military  husbands  lose  job  tenure 
because  of  frequent  moves,  they  must  compete  in  labor  markets  that  have  some  unique 
characteristics.  For  example,  women  veterans  who  have  married  military  men  are  likely 
to  live  within  labor  markets  in  which  there  is  a  higher  percentage  of  military  workers  in 
the  labor  force.  While  there  is  little  research  devoted  to  the  study  of  such  labor  markets, 
Cotter  et  al.  (1997),  in  a  study  examining  the  impact  of  the  demand  for  female  labor 
across  metropolitan  areas,  control  for  the  proportion  of  military  workers  within  each 
metropolitan  area.  They  found  that  greater  proportions  of  military  workers  within  a 
metropolitan  area  were  significantly  associated  with  increased  occupational  segregation 
of  men  and  women,  decreased  earnings  equality  between  men  and  women,  and  decreased 
labor  force  participation  for  women  relative  to  that  of  men,  both  overall  and  in  terms  of 
full-time  year-round  workers. 

There  are  several  other  factors  that  may  work  specifically  to  the  disadvantage  of 
women  who  are  spouses  of  military  men.  First  of  all,  these  women  are  somewhat  of  a 
captive  labor  market.  That  is,  because  their  military  spouses  must  live  and  work  at  a 
specific  duty  location,  they  (the  civilian  wives)  are  likely  to  be  constrained  to  seek  work 
within  a  given  labor  market  area.  Thus,  they  are  unable  to  move  easily  in  order  to  seek 
better  or  higher  paying  jobs.  Secondly,  the  labor  force  in  which  they  work  is  likely  to  be 
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rather  transient.  Employers  may  not  want  or  have  to  invest  heavily  (in  terms  of 
promotion,  training,  etc.)  in  a  labor  force  of  military  spouses  that  is  likely  to  completely 
turn  over  in  three  or  four  years.  Lastly,  the  civilian  spouses  of  military  members  are 
likely  to  be  competing  with  a  multitude  of  other  individuals,  who  have  traveled  with  their 
military  member,  for  the  jobs  available  within  a  given  labor  market.  For  every  thousand 
military  members  within  a  labor  market,  there  are  likely  to  be  over  six  hundred  spouses 
who  are  potential  competitors  (AFIS  1996).  In  sum,  the  combination  of  these  conditions 
is  likely  to  create  an  employers'  market  in  which  women  who  are  spouses  of  military  men 
are  disadvantaged. 

Veteran  Status  as  a  Screening  Device 

DeTray  (1982)  offers  a  different  perspective  as  to  how  military  service  may 
operate  with  regard  to  post-service  socioeconomic  status  attainment.  He  has  suggested 
that,  although  service  may  result  in  some  gain  in  human  capital,  an  individual's  veteran 
status  may  be  more  useful  to  potential  employers  than  to  the  veteran  him/herself. 
Employers  may  use  an  individual's  veteran  status  as  a  type  of  screening  device  (DeTray 
1982).  Veterans  of  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces  are  known  by  potential  employers,  via  this 
status,  to  have  passed  through  a  rigorous  set  of  mental  and  physical  requirements 
(DeTray  1982;  Xie  1992).  In  addition,  they  have  shown  that  they  have  the  capability  of 
being  productive  workers,  as  nonproductivity  is  not  tolerated  in  the  military  and  high 
standards  must  be  met  (Little  and  Fredland  1979;  DeTray  1982).  An  honorable 
discharge  from  the  military,  thus,  can  be  viewed  as  a  certification  of  an  individual's  health 
and  productivity  (DeTray  1982). 
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Thus,  just  knowing  that  an  individual  is  a  veteran  provides  an  employer  with 
some  reason  to  hire  a  veteran  over  a  non- veteran  or  at  least  at  a  higher  rate  or  into  a 
more  prestigious  job  than  a  non- veteran.  Therefore,  any  socioeconomic  gains  made  by 
veterans  may  be  a  function  of  preferential  hiring  based  on  this  credential  in  addition  to  a 
gain  in  human  capital.  DeTray  (1982)  goes  on  to  explain  that  the  value  of  veteran  status 
as  a  screen  fluctuates  with  the  percentage  of  veterans  within  a  given  subgroup.  DeTray 
(1982)  explains: 

Therefore,  in  populations  in  which  only  a  small  portion  of  men  are  veterans,  the 
screening  value  of  veteran  status  is  low  because  the  non-veteran  population  will 
contain  a  substantial  number  of  men  who  could  qualify  as  veterans  if  they  chose 
to  do  so  (p.134). 

Since  there  is  a  large  group  of  people  in  the  population  who  could  pass  the  same  health 
and  productivity  standards  as  those  who  elect  to  join  the  service,  veterans  are  unlikely  to 
gain  much  advantage.  On  the  other  hand,  the  opposite  may  hold  true  for  populations 
containing  a  large  percentage  of  veterans.  This  is  an  important  alternative  explanation  in 
any  study  claiming  to  have  demonstrated  the  efficacy  of  the  bridging  environment 
hypothesis. 

Selection  Bias 

The  general  method  of  choice  for  all  studies  which  I  have  reviewed  for  evaluating 
the  effect  of  military  service  on  post-service  socioeconomic  status  attainment  is  to  take  a 
sample  of  individuals,  divide  them  by  veteran  status,  control  for  significant  variables 
known  to  be  associated  with  status  attainment,  and  compare  the  two  groups.  Any 
differences  in  socioeconomic  status  between  the  two  groups  may  then  be  attributed  to 
veteran  status.  While  this  is  a  great  oversimplification  of  the  methodology  involved  in 


18 


conducting  such  analysis,  it  does  demonstrate  a  potential  problem  with  drawing  such 
conclusions:  the  temptation  to  attribute  automatically  any  differences  between  the  groups 
to  the  elfects  of  military  service. 

There  is  a  simpler  explanation  for  the  differences  found  between  veterans  and 
non- veterans.  It  is  known  as  selection  bias  (Cohen,  Segal,  and  Temme  1992).  Any 
veterans'  advantage  can  be  explained  by  suggesting  that  those  individuals  who  entered 
the  military,  passing  all  of  its  physical  and  mental  requirements,  are  the  same  individuals 
who,  if  they  had  remained  civilians,  would  have  performed  well  in  the  civilian  labor  force 
because  of  preexisting  characteristics.  Thus  the  military  simply  selected  better 
individuals  to  recruit  or  draft.  Veterans'  disadvantages  in  the  civilian  labor  market  may 
be  due  to  the  possibility  that  "the  military  overselected  those  whose  characteristics 
hindered  occupational  success"  (Cohen,  Segal,  and  Temme  1992,  405). 

There  is  evidence  to  support  the  existence  of  selection  bias  in  military  enlistment. 
Studying  enlistees  from  the  AVF  period,  Teachman,  Call,  and  Segal  (1993)  found  that 
the  military  did  tend  to  select  personnel  of  differing  characteristics  than  those  who  did 
not  enlist.  The  results,  though,  differed  by  race.  Black  men  who  enlist  in  the  military 
tend  to  be  those  with  more  favorable  characteristics  (i.e.,  related  to  positive  labor  market 
outcomes)  than  blacks  who  do  not  enlist  (Teachman,  Call,  and  Segal  1993).  White  men 
who  enlist,  however,  tend  to  be  those  with  "less  privileged  backgrounds  and 
qualifications"  (Teachman,  Call,  and  Segal  1993,  p.287)  in  comparison  with  white  men 
who  do  not  enlist.  The  pattern  for  whites,  though,  may  be  moving  in  the  direction  of 
increased  selectivity  (Teachman,  Call,  and  Segal  1993). 
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In  terms  of  the  interpretation  of  results  from  any  analysis  comparing  veterans  and 
non- veterans,  one  must  be  cautious  in  assigning  causality  to  the  military  environment. 

As  the  bridging  hypothesis  would  predict  that  black  veterans  would  gain  more  than  white 
veterans  from  military  service,  the  same  results  could  be  achieved  in  the  AVF  era 
through  selection  bias  alone.  In  order  to  control  for  selection  bias,  researchers  must  be 
sure  to  include  adequate  control  variables  in  their  statistical  analysis  (Cohen,  Warner, 
and  Segal  1995). 
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REVIEW  OF  PREVIOUS  RESEARCH 


While  it  is  beyond  the  scope  of  this  paper  to  recount  all  of  the  extant  literature 
related  to  veteran  socioeconomic  status  attainment,  I  will  describe  the  sociologically 
relevant  research  that  has  been  accomplished  since  the  early  1970s.  Since  so  little  has 
been  written  concerning  women  veterans,  I  will  first  review  research  on  the  impact  that 
military  status  has  on  the  socioeconomic  status  attainment  of  men.  While  there  is  likely 
to  be  little  disagreement  that  the  experience  of  male  veterans  differs  both  qualitatively 
and  quantitatively  from  female  veterans,  this  literature  does  provide  a  foundation  for  the 
examination  of  women  veterans. 

Prior  Studies:  Male  Veterans 

As  stated  earlier,  most  of  the  studies  on  the  socioeconomic  status  attainment  of 
veterans  have  included  only  male  veterans  in  their  sample.  While  the  results  of  studies  of 
male  veterans  are  not  necessarily  generalizable  to  female  veterans,  they  do  provide  a 
foundation  for  this  study  and  may  provide  some  insight  into  how  we  expect  the  bridging 
environment  hypothesis  to  operate  with  regard  to  women  who  have  served  in  the 
military.  I  will,  thus,  highlight  several  scholarly  works  that  have  contributed  to  the  study 
of  the  post-service  status  attainment  of  male  veterans.  As  these  studies  vary  widely,  as 
well  as  overlap,  in  their  methodology,  data,  and  results,  it  is  difficult  to  group  them  into 
distinct,  logical  categories.  For  this  reason,  I  will  address  each  study  that  I  reviewed  in 
chronological  order. 

In  1973,  Browning,  Lopreato,  and  Poston  first  suggested  that  the  military  may 
serve  as  a  bridging  environment  for  minorities.  They  used  the  1960  Public  Use  Sample 
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from  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census  (a  1%  sample)  to  compare  the  veteran  and  non¬ 
veteran  earnings  of  blacks,  Mexican- Americans,  and  Anglos.  Their  sample  was  limited 
to  those  veterans  residing  in  the  South  West,  as  this  is  the  only  place  where  information 
was  collected  on  Mexican- Americans,  between  the  ages  of  twenty-five  and  fifty,  working 
frill  time  in  non-farm  employment  who  had  at  least  a  fifth  grade  education.  Controlling 
for  occupation  and  education,  they  found  that,  in  general,  minority  veterans  earn  more 
than  their  non-veteran  counterparts,  while  the  veteran  status  of  Anglos  produced 
somewhat  of  an  earnings  penalty.  For  both  minorities  and  Anglos,  military  service  had 
the  most  negative  effects  on  those  occupations  requiring  a  greater  degree  of  career 
continuity  or  seniority. 

This  study,  however,  is  deficient  in  several  respects.  First  of  all,  the  1960  Census 
determined  Mexican- American  ethnicity,  not  by  respondent  self-reporting,  but  by  an 
analysis  of  surnames  to  determine  which  ones  were  of  Spanish  origin  (Browning, 
Lopreato,  and  Poston  1973).  Such  an  arbitrary  distinction  made  on  the  basis  of  name 
alone  calls  into  question  the  validity  of  this  ethnic  grouping.  Furthermore,  Browning, 
Lopreato,  and  Poston  do  not  control  for  age  or  distinguish  between  enlistees  and 
conscripts  (Cutright  1974)  or  between  period-of-service  cohorts,  which  have  been 
shown  to  impact  earnings  (Villemez  and  Kasarda  1976;  Martindale  and  Poston  1979).  In 
addition,  although  they  conclude  that  those  occupations  which  require  a  greater  degree 
of  continuity  are  most  negatively  impacted  by  military  service,  they  do  not  control  for  the 
number  of  years  which  the  individual  served,  which  can  be  considered  a  measure  of  the 
degree  to  which  career  continuity  may  have  been  interrupted  (Goldberg  and  Warner 
1986;  Cohen,  Segal,  and  Temme  1986).  Not  only  do  the  authors  not  have  a  measure  of 
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how  long  an  individual's  career  was  interrupted,  they  do  not  know  how  long  an 
individual  had  been  at  his  or  her  job  prior  to  military  service.  As  interruptions  to  a  career 
may  be  more  critical  at  some  times  than  others,  this  information  is  necessary  before  one 
can  draw  such  conclusions.  (For  a  more  detailed  critique,  see  Cutright,  1974.) 

Cutright  (1974)  compared  the  civilian  earnings  of  veteran  draftees  and  non¬ 
veteran  potential  draftees  who  had  either  received  some  type  of  deferment  (e.g.,  student, 
occupation,  dependency),  been  medically  or  psychiatrically  disqualified,  or  failed  the 
AFQT  using  a  database  that  matched  Selective  Service  records  to  Social  Security 
earnings  information.  Black  and  white  men  born  between  1927  and  1934  (serving  in  the 
early  1950s)  who  earned  income  within  the  United  States,  had  taken  the  Armed  Forces 
Qualifying  Test  (AFQT),  and  had  not  been  previously  deemed  ineligible  for  service  (e.g., 
criminals  and  aliens)  were  included  in  the  sample  (5221  whites  and  1722  blacks). 

Cutright  controlled  for  region  of  residence,  age,  years  of  education  prior  to  registration 
in  Selective  Service,  and  AFQT  score.  He  found  that  white  veterans  suffered  an  earnings 
penalty  as  a  result  of  lost  time  in  the  civilian  labor  market.  Black  veterans,  overall, 
achieved  no  clear  cut  advantage  or  disadvantage  as  a  result  of  military  service.  While 
controlling  for  several  factors  for  which  previous  studies  have  been  criticized  for 
omitting,  Cutright  limits  his  sample  so  much  that  the  findings  cannot  be  generalized  to 
other  age  groups  or  birth  cohorts  or  to  volunteer  soldiers. 

Using  data  from  the  1970  Census,  Villemez  and  Kasarda  (1976)  drew  a  sample 
of  54,235  men  aged  18-64,  about  47%  of  whom  were  veterans.  Their  method  of 
sampling,  however,  is  not  described,  and  given  the  large  proportion  of  veterans  in  the 
sample,  this  seems  especially  relevant.  Their  sample  also  includes  eighteen  and  nineteen 
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year-olds,  who  are  unlikely  to  have  completed  military  service  and,  if  not  in  the  service, 
are  unlikely  to  be  well  established  in  the  civilian  labor  market.  These  researchers  control 
for  age,  race,  and  period-of-service  cohort  in  examining  the  difference  between  veteran 
and  non-veteran  earnings.  They  find  that,  overall,  whites  and  blacks  gain  an  income 
advantage  via  military  service.  However,  while  World  War  II  and  Korean  War  veterans 
fare  better  than  their  non- veteran  counterparts,  Vietnam-era  veterans  fare  worse. 

This  may,  however,  be  a  relic  of  the  age  of  Vietnam  veterans  at  the  time  of  the 
study,  who  are  significantly  younger  than  the  other  war  cohorts  and  may  not  have  had 
enough  time  to  make  the  transition  completely  into  the  civilian  labor  force  or  to 
capitalize  on  their  veteran  benefits.  They  also  find,  though,  that  Vietnam-era  veterans 
are  disadvantaged  relative  to  their  non- veteran  counterparts  in  terms  of  education, 
especially  in  the  percentage  who  have  completed  four  years  of  college.  By  analyzing  the 
ratio  of  veteran  to  non- veteran  income  by  age,  race,  and  education,  they  concluded  that 
the  influence  of  veteran  status  on  income  operates  indirectly  through  education.  That  is, 
an  increase  in  education  as  a  result  of  military  service  (including  G.I.  Bill,  etc.)  gave 
World  War  II  and  Korean-era  veterans  an  advantage  over  their  civilian  counterparts  in 
the  labor  market,  while  a  relative  deficiency  in  education  gave  Vietnam-era  veterans  a 
disadvantage. 

Lopreato  and  Poston  (1977)  also  used  1970  Census  data  in  their  study.  Their 
sample,  however,  differs  from  the  one  used  by  Villemez  and  Kasarda  (1976),  in  that  it 
was  limited  to  men  between  the  ages  of  twenty-five  and  fifty-four,  who  had  completed  at 
least  nine  years  of  schooling  and  were  working  full  time.  This  study  primarily 
concentrated  on  the  difference  between  black  veterans  and  non- veterans.  They 
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determined,  controlling  for  age,  region,  and  education,  that  black  veterans  are  better  able 
to  convert  their  educational  attainment  into  income  and  that  black  veterans  enjoy  an 
earnings  advantage  over  black  non-veterans.  This  study  did  not,  however,  control  for 
period-of-service  cohort. 

Little  and  Fredland  (1979)  concentrated  their  study  on  veterans  of  the  World 
War  II  era.  Using  the  National  Longitudinal  Survey  (NLS),  they  drew  a  sample  of  men 
aged  from  forty-five  to  fifty-nine  in  1966.  Controlling  for  educational  attainment,  region 
of  residence,  age,  and  job  tenure.  Little  and  Fredland  compared  different  income 
measures  (wages/salary  and  farm/business)  of  veterans  and  non- veterans  disaggregated 
by  race,  occupation,  and  industry.  They  found  that  regardless  of  color,  veterans  enjoy  a 
premium  over  non- veterans  across  both  measures  of  income.  In  addition,  military 
service  was  found  to  be  significant  in  industries  including  personal  service  and 
professional  service  for  whites,  and  agriculture,  professional  service,  and  public 
administration  for  blacks.  In  terms  of  occupations,  veteran  status  was  significant  for 
clerical  occupations  for  whites  and  professional/technical  and  operative  jobs  for  blacks. 

Martindale  and  Poston  (1979)  focus  their  study  on  the  comparison  of  the 
earnings  of  minority  (black  and  Mexican- American)  veterans  and  non-veterans  over 
three  period-of-service  cohorts:  World  War  II,  Korea,  and  Vietnam.  They  use  1970 
Census  data  and  limit  their  sample  by  including  only  men  between  the  ages  of  twenty-five 
and  fifty- four  who  were  at  work  with  a  job  the  week  prior  to  the  Census,  had  worked  at 
least  fifteen  hours  that  week,  received  earnings  in  1 969,  and  had  worked  at  least  fourteen 
weeks  that  year.  In  addition,  as  with  the  1960  Census,  information  on  Mexican 
Americans  was  gathered  only  within  the  South  West  and  was  based  on  an  analysis  of 
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Spanish  surnames.  These  researchers  thus  limited  their  sample  to  those  men  residing  in 
this  region.  In  their  regression  equations,  Martindale  and  Poston  controlled  for 
educational  attainment,  number  of  weeks  worked,  and  marital  status.  They  found  that, 
like  the  research  of  Villemez  and  Kasarda  (1976),  white  veterans  of  World  War  II  and 
Korea  earned  more  than  their  non- veteran  counterparts,  while  white  Vietnam  veterans 
were  at  somewhat  of  a  disadvantage.  However,  they  also  found  that  the  negative 
Vietnam-effect  did  not  operate  on  black  and  Mexican  Americans,  who  continued  to 
enjoy  an  income  advantage.  Black  and  Mexican  American  veterans  were  better  able  to 
convert  their  education  and  marital  status  into  income  than  like  non- veterans. 

In  1979,  Poston,  using  a  slightly  different  methodology,  but  the  same  data  and 
variables  as  Martindale  and  Poston  (1979),  achieved  similar  results  (although  period  of 
service  was  not  considered).  When  the  data  were  disaggregated  by  education,  age,  full- 
time/part-time  employment  status,  and  class  of  worker,  and  the  regression  coefficients  of 
veterans  and  non- veterans  were  compared,  black  and  Mexican  American  veterans  had  a 
substantial  advantage  over  matched  non-veterans,  while  Anglo  veterans  were  at  a 
relative  disadvantage  when  compared  to  like  non-veterans. 

Dennis  DeTray  (1982),  as  explained  above,  took  a  slightly  different  approach  to 
comparing  veterans  and  non- veterans.  Instead  of  viewing  the  military  as  a  bridging 
environment,  veteran  status  is  viewed  as  a  screen  by  which  employers  identify  those 
potential  employees  who  have  shown  themselves  to  be  productive  in  the  past  (in  the 
military)  and  are,  thus,  likely  to  be  productive  in  the  civilian  labor  market  (DeTray  1982). 
His  results,  however,  are  not  unlike  those  achieved  by  those  using  the  bridging 
environment  hypothesis.  DeTray  uses  the  1960  and  1970  Public  Use  Samples  from  the 
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U.S.  Census  as  his  data  set.  He  limits  the  data  by  drawing  a  sample  of  white  and  black 
civilians  between  the  ages  of  twenty-two  and  sixty-five  whose  records  have  data  to 
calculate  an  hourly  wage.  Education,  age,  veteran  status,  residence  in  a  metropolitan 
area,  residence  in  a  central  city,  and  residence  in  the  South  are  included  as  independent 
variables  in  his  income  equation.  He  finds  that  both  white  and  black  veterans  earn  a 
premium  over  their  non-veteran  counterparts,  except  in  the  younger  age  groups.  The 
gains  veterans  receive  are  most  significant  for  blacks  and  those  with  less  than  twelve 
years  of  education.  Results  were  not  disaggregated  by  period  of  service. 

Berger  and  Hirsch  (1983)  focus  on  the  post-service  earnings  of  Vietnam 
veterans.  Their  sample  is  extracted  from  the  March  CPS  and  consists  of  males  born 
between  1942  and  1952,  thus,  serving  in  the  Vietnam  era,  who  worked  in  the  previous 
year  (1977),  had  wage  or  salary  earnings  during  that  year,  were  not  enrolled  in  school  as 
their  major  activity,  and  who  did  not  work  only  part  of  the  previous  year  because  of 
school  attendance.  Included  in  their  wage  equation  are  age,  age-squared,  birth  cohort, 
sample  year,  and  control  variables  for  the  four  Census  regions,  residence  in  a 
metropolitan  area,  marital  status,  race,  national  unemployment  rate  in  the  survey  year, 
industry,  and  education.  Berger  and  Hirsh  found  only  minimal  differences  between  the 
earnings  of  veterans  and  non-veterans  from  the  Vietnam  era.  According  to  the  authors, 
"Only  those  with  less  than  a  high  school  education  consistently  realized  veteran 
premiums"  (p.4). 

In  1985,  Fredland  and  Little  use  the  exact  same  data  that  they  used  in  1979  to 
test  the  bridging  hypothesis  again  (i.e.,  NLS,  45-59  year  old  World  War  II  veterans). 
This  time  they  use  two  measures  of  socioeconomic  status:  earnings  and  the  Duncan 
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Socioeconomic  Index  of  the  respondent's  job.  Included  in  their  equations  are  age, 
education,  whether  health  affects  kind  or  amount  of  work,  veteran  status,  job  tenure, 
whether  civilian  training  is  utilized  in  current  job,  whether  military  training  is  used  on 
current  job,  and  the  Duncan  Index  of  respondent's  first  job  after  school  and  of  father's 
job  when  respondent  was  fifteen.  In  addition,  labor  market  variables  such  as  current  job 
in  a  standard  metropolitan  statistical  area,  residence  in  the  South,  and  employment  in  the 
government  are  included.  Fredland  and  Little  also  utilize  certain  variables  they  claim  are 
related  more  closely  to  the  bridging  environment  such  as  attitude  towards  work,  a 
migration  variable,  a  measure  of  perceived  internal  control  (independence),  as  well  as 
several  interaction  terms. 

Contrary  to  what  most  other  studies  conclude,  black  veterans  were  found  to  have 
gained  less  than  white  veterans  over  comparable  non- veterans.  They  conclude  that  what 
is  likely  to  be  driving  any  veteran  premiums  is  education,  training,  and  independence  for 
white  veterans  and  education  and  independence  for  blacks.  They  also  suggest  that  two 
non-bridging  variables,  health  and  government  employment,  are  also  significant 
contributors  to  veteran  premiums.  However,  I  would  question  their  classification  as 
non-bridging  variables.  While  one  cannot  argue  that  the  military  plays  a  critical  role  in 
screening  out  some  individuals  whose  health  problems  would  inhibit  them  in  the  civilian 
labor  market,  the  increased  health  of  veterans  may  be  due  to  the  education  and  training 
that  the  veterans  received  on  personal  hygiene  and  physical  fitness  within  the  military. 
Thus,  good  health  may  actually  result  from  human  capital  gains  achieved  through 
service.  Although  it  cannot  be  denied  that  veteran  hiring  preferences  of  both  Federal  and 
state  governments  contribute  to  the  importance  of  government  employment  in 
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calculating  a  veteran's  socioeconomic  status,  the  skills  and  training  acquired  by  veterans 
in  the  service  may  be  more  transferable  to  government  positions,  including  the 
experience  of  working  within  large,  bureaucratic  organizations. 

Goldberg  and  Warner  (1986)  analyze  a  cohort  of  military  personnel  who 
separated  from  the  service  in  FY  1971  (during  the  Vietnam  era)  by  matching  service  data 
with  Social  Security  records  and  follow  them  from  1972  to  1977.  All  personnel  with  no 
income  were  deleted  from  the  data  set.  Using  income  as  their  dependent  variable, 
Goldberg  and  Warner  focused  on  the  effects  of  military  experience  (length  of  service) 
and  civilian  experience.  They  controlled  for  percent  white  (although  they  did  not  specify 
if  this  was  calculated  for  the  labor  market,  occupation,  etc.),  education,  retirement 
annuity,  branch  of  service,  and  military  occupation.  They  found  that  military  experience 
in  each  of  the  military  occupational  groups  they  analyzed  increased  civilian  earnings,  but 
not  to  the  same  extent  civilian  training  does  in  each  of  these  groups.  Medical, 
electrical/mechanical  equipment  repair,  other  technical,  and  electronics  equipment  repair 
are  approximately  equal  in  terms  of  the  impact  military  and  civilian  experience  has  on 
income.  Other  occupational  categories,  however,  gave  the  edge  to  civilian  experience. 
The  primary  critique  of  this  study  is  that  it  fails  to  control  for  or  disaggregate  its  data  by 
race.  As  Browning,  Lopreato,  and  Poston  (1973)  suggest,  the  experiences  of  white  and 
minority  veterans  are  likely  to  be  qualitatively  different  and  aggregate  data,  in  terms  of 
race  or  ethnicity,  will  mask  any  differential  functioning  and  possibly  underestimate  the 
premiums  minorities  may  gain  from  military  service. 

Cohen,  Segal,  and  Temme  (1986)  utilize  education  as  a  measure  of 
socioeconomic  status.  Their  data  consist  of  a  sample  of  students  from  nine  Midwestern 
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high  schools  that  were  surveyed  in  1957-1958  with  a  follow-up  that  occurred  15  years 
later.  As  the  authors  acknowledge,  this  is  a  highly  unrepresentative  sample  "of  virtually 
all  white  youths  in  America's  heartland"  (p.305).  This  study  focused  primarily  on  the 
impact  on  educational  attainment  of  military  service,  length  of  military  service,  period  of 
service  (either  pre-Vietnam  or  Vietnam),  and  whether  or  not  the  veteran  had  served  as 
an  enlisted  man  or  an  officer.  Variables  controlled  were:  IQ,  high  school  grade  point 
average,  father's  occupation,  college  plans  in  high  school,  best  friend's  college  plans, 
occupational  aspirations,  parent's  educational  encouragement,  military  plans  while  in  high 
school,  parent's  military  encouragement,  level  of  education  upon  entry  into  the  military, 
parent's  income,  parent's  education,  and  respondent's  education  at  age  nineteen.  The 
most  significant  finding  of  this  study  was  that,  for  individuals  in  this  sample,  the  military 
had  an  overall  negative  effect  on  educational  attainment,  despite  its  touted  educational 
benefits.  In  addition,  the  negative  impact  was  felt  mostly  by  enlisted  personnel.  There 
were  no  differences  in  the  results  for  those  veterans  who  served  just  prior  to  the  Vietnam 
era  and  those  who  served  during  the  Vietnam  era. 

Using  a  unique  data  set  created  by  matching  Social  Security  records  with 
Vietnam-era  draft  lottery  numbers,  Angrist  (1990)  compared  the  estimated  lifetime 
earnings  of  draft-eligible  veterans  and  non-veterans,  controlling  for  race  and  age.  He 
concluded  that  white  veterans  lose  approximately  $3500  annually  (in  1990  dollars),  or 
about  15%  of  their  income,  relative  to  matched  non- veterans.  No  statistically  significant 
effects  of  veteran  status  were  detected  for  minority  veterans. 

In  1992,  Cohen,  Segal,  and  Temme  followed  up  their  1986  study  to  determine 
what  impact  the  educational  losses  experienced  by  Vietnam-era  veterans  had  on 
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occupational  attainment.  They  used  the  same  data  set  and  similar  independent  variables. 
The  dependent  variable,  however,  was  the  respondent's  occupation's  score  on  Temme's 
Socioeconomic  Index,  a  measure  of  job  prestige.  They  found  that  veteran  status  was 
associated  with  lower  occupational  prestige,  but  that  this  effect  was  mediated  by 
veterans'  lower  levels  of  educational  attainment. 

This  study,  however,  does  not  disaggregate  data  by  educational  level  (i.e.,  less 
than  high  school,  some  college,  college  degree,  etc.).  According  to  the  bridging 
hypothesis,  those  with  the  least  human  capital  (i.e.,  lowest  education  in  this  case)  will 
benefit  more  from  military  service.  If  results  were  broken  down  in  this  manner,  we  might 
find  that  the  lowest  education  groups  may  have  actually  received  some  type  of 
occupational  advantage.  Cohen,  Segal,  and  Temme  (1992)  also  do  not  control  for  those 
who  used  veterans  benefits  and  those  who  did  not,  which  may  provide  a  different  picture 
of  how  veteran  status  operates  through  educational  attainment. 

This  criticism  is  supported  by  a  1993  study  by  Angrist  who  looked  at  the  effects 
of  veterans  benefits  on  education  and  earnings.  He  used  data  from  the  1987  Survey  of 
Veterans  conducted  by  the  U.S  Census  Bureau.  This  sample  includes  almost  9,500 
veterans.  However,  Angrist  restricted  the  sample  further  by  eliminating  women,  any 
veteran  not  aged  thirty  to  fifty-four  in  1987,  and  anyone  who  had  served  less  than  one  or 
greater  than  twenty  years.  This  effectively  limited  the  sample  to  male  Vietnam-era 
veterans  and  veterans  of  the  early  all- volunteer  force.  Also  excluded  was  anyone  who 
entered  the  military  with  less  than  nine  years  of  education.  Use  of  veteran  benefits  was 
the  primary  independent  variable,  while  age,  length  of  service,  race,  era  of  service, 
service  as  an  officer  or  enlistee,  and  marital  status  were  controlled.  Angrist  concluded 
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that  those  veterans  who  used  their  educational  benefits  increased  their  education  in  their 


post-service  life  by  an  average  of  1 .4  years,  which  translates  into  a  6%  annual  earnings 
premium.  Those  who  gained  the  most  from  their  benefits  were  those  who  used  their 
benefits  to  attend  college  or  graduate  school. 

Phillips  et  al.(1992)  is  the  only  study  that  I  found  that  focuses  on  the 
socioeconomic  consequences,  in  terms  of  earnings,  of  military  service  both  while  the 
soldier  is  on  active  duty  and  after  leaving  the  service.  This  study  uses  NLS  Youth 
Cohort  data  for  its  analysis  (1978-1983).  Individuals  were  included  in  the  sample  for  a 
given  year  if  they  were  not  enrolled  in  school  during  the  year  and  earned  at  least  $  1 000 
dollars  in  wages  and  salary  earnings,  were  at  least  19  years  old,  and  were  not  missing 
information  on  any  key  variables.  All  veterans  in  this  sample  had  served  during  the  AVF 
period.  They  controlled  for  time  since  high  school,  time  since  end  of  enlistment,  time 
since  completion  of  college,  AFQT  score,  education,  health  status,  the  amount  of  reading 
material  available  in  the  home,  the  presence  of  an  adult  male  in  the  home  when  growing 
up,  motivation,  participation  in  educational  benefits,  years  between  end  of  enlistment  and 
participation  in  educational  benefits,  and  residence  in  the  south,  a  central  city,  or  a 
suburb. 

These  researchers  found  that  all  racial  groups  (non-Hispanic  whites,  blacks,  and 
Hispanics)  earned  significantly  more  while  in  the  service  than  matched  non-serving 
individuals.  The  benefit  was  the  greatest  for  Hispanics  and  blacks.  Once  leaving  the 
military,  non-Hispanic  white  earnings  drop  significantly  relative  to  their  civilian 
counterparts  but  overtake  them  in  about  two  years.  Black  and  Hispanic  veterans  income 
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also  takes  a  drop,  but  only  down  to  about  the  level  of  their  non-veteran  counterparts, 
where  it  remains. 

Lastly,  Xie  (1992),  used  both  education  and  earnings  to  measure  the 
socioeconomic  status  of  young  male  veterans.  The  data  set  used  for  this  study  is  the 
1964-1984  March  CPS.  Included  are  males  aged  eighteen  to  thirty-five  with  definable 
wages  who  had  complete  information  on  all  variables  examined.  Xie  further  reduced  the 
data  by  grouping  them  into  tabular  form  using  categories  for  age,  race,  birth  cohort, 
education,  school  enrollment,  veteran  status,  and  number  of  hours  worked  last  week. 
This  grouping  resulted  in  the  formation  of  15,222  cells  for  each  of  which  he  calculated 
an  average  wage  and  an  average  number  of  years  of  school  completed.  The  primary 
finding  of  this  study  was  that  initially,  after  separation  from  the  service,  veterans  were 
disadvantaged  in  terms  of  educational  attainment  and  did  not  catch  their  non- veteran 
counterparts  until  around  age  28.  In  terms  of  earnings,  a  similar  pattern  emerges. 
Minority  veterans  were  found  to  enjoy  a  greater  premium  over  like  non-veterans. 

Results  were  not  disaggregated  by  period  of  service. 

Prior  Studies:  Female  Veterans 

Unlike  the  amount  of  literature  that  has  been  written  concerning  male  veterans, 
few  studies  have  been  completed  utilizing  women  veterans.  I  have  included  in  this 
section  any  studies  that  have  focused  primarily  on  women  or  that  have  used  both  men 
and  women  in  their  analyses. 

Poston,  Segal,  and  Butler  (1984)  appear  to  have  written  the  first  analysis  of  the 
socioeconomic  status  attainment  of  female  veterans.  They  drew  a  10%  subsample  from 
the  5%  1980  Public  Use  Microdata  Sample  from  the  U.S.  Census  of  Population  and 
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Housing.  The  subsample  was  further  limited  by  including  only  those  individuals  between 
the  ages  of  twenty- five  and  fifty-four,  who  worked  in  the  week  prior  to  completing  the 
survey,  had  positive  earnings  in  1979,  worked  at  least  fourteen  weeks  in  1979,  and 
averaged  at  least  1 5  hours  of  work  per  week.  Weekly  earnings  was  the  dependent 
variable.  The  independent  variables  of  primary  interest,  besides  gender,  were  veteran 
status  and  race.  Controls  were  set  up  for  age,  weeks  worked,  hours  worked,  education, 
and  fertility  (only  for  females). 

White  female  veterans  were  found  to  be  1 .7  times  more  likely  to  be  earning 
greater  than  $300  per  week  than  their  non-veteran  counterparts.  Nonwhite  female 
veterans  were  1.4  times  as  likely  to  be  in  this  income  category  than  like  non- veterans. 

The  similarity  in  findings  for  white  and  nonwhite  female  veterans  is  likely  to  be  a  result 
of  the  fact  that  women  selected  for  military  service,  both  white  and  nonwhite,  usually 
come  from  similar  (lower  to  lower-middle  class)  socioeconomic  backgrounds  (Poston, 
Segal,  and  Butler  1984).  For  comparison  purposes,  they  calculated  the  same  statistics 
for  men  and  found  that  white  male  veterans  were  1 .3  times  as  likely  as  their  matched 
non- veterans  to  earn  more  than  $300  per  week  and  nonwhite  veterans  were  1.5  times  as 
likely  as  nonwhite  non- veterans  to  be  in  this  category.  When  comparing  races  across 
periods  of  service,  white  female  veterans  were  more  likely  than  nonwhite  female  veterans 
to  earn  more  than  $300  per  week  in  all  eras  except  the  Korean  War. 

While  this  study  is  certainly  groundbreaking,  its  unique  methodology  (relevant  to 
other  bridging  hypothesis  studies)  makes  it  more  difficult  to  compare  to  other  studies  of 
both  men  and  women.  In  addition,  the  regression  coefficients  for  the  fertility  control 
were  not  shown.  This  is  one  variable  that  is  likely  to  be  significant  in  determining  the 
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earnings  of  female  veterans.  Lastly,  marital  status  was  not  included  as  an  independent 
variable. 

Warner  (1985)  used  NLSY  (1979-1982  waves)  data  to  explore  the  relationship 
between  veteran  status  and  the  early  socioeconomic  status  attainment  of  female  veterans. 
These  veterans  had  an  average  age  of  about  twenty  years  with  a  standard  deviation  of 
about  one  year.  Thus,  all  veterans  served  during  the  AVF  period.  The  two  dependent 
variables  used  in  this  research  were  hourly  earnings  and  the  percentage  of  males  in  the 
occupational  group  of  the  woman's  first  job.  Included  in  the  model  were  variables  for 
the  respondent's  parents'  educational  and  occupational  attainment,  formal  schooling, 
military  service,  current  job  prestige,  hours  worked,  future  expectations  of  job  prestige, 
economic  sector,  degree  of  sex  segregation  in  first  job,  whether  or  not  the  job  falls  under 
collective  bargaining,  marital  status,  childbearing  status,  fertility  expectations,  and  family 
attitudes. 

When  looking  at  earnings,  Warner  concluded  that  there  was  no  significant 
relationship  between  veteran  status  and  early  career  earnings  for  men  or  women  (white 
or  minority).  This  held  even  if  occupations  that  require  a  great  deal  of  career  continuity 
were  separated  out.  Warner  hypothesized  that  women  veterans  would  be  more  likely  to 
take  a  more  male  dominated  job  then  their  non- veteran  counterparts.  The  data,  again, 
though,  produced  no  significant  results.  She  did  note,  however,  that  within  the  earnings 
equations,  the  sex-type  of  the  occupation  was  significantly  related  to  earnings  (the  higher 
the  percentage  male,  the  higher  the  earnings). 

Given  the  age  of  the  subjects  in  this  study,  and  the  results  of  previous  studies  on 
males,  one  would  predict  that  the  effects  of  veteran  status  in  the  early  career  would  be 


35 


relatively  inconclusive  or  negative  (Phillips  1992;  Xie  1992).  These  women  would  still 
be  adjusting  to  the  civilian  labor  market  in  this  time  frame,  may  not  have  had  time  to  use 
their  veterans  benefits,  etc.  In  addition,  although  length  of  service  was  not  used  in  this 
study,  eighteen  year  old  veterans  are  likely  to  have  left  the  service  prior  to  the 
completion  of  their  contracts,  which  may  skew  the  results.  With  these  confounds  and  a 
small  sample  size,  it  would  have  been  surprising  if  Warner  were  to  have  achieved 
significant  results. 

DeFleur  and  Warner  (1985)  use  the  same  NLSY  data  set  that  Warner  (1985)  did. 
In  this  study  they  present  a  comparison  of  annual  earnings  of  male  and  female  AVF-era 
veterans  (one  year  after  discharge)  and  non- veterans  (one  year  after  completion  of 
school).  They  conclude  that  with  the  exception  of  men  with  some  college,  white  and 
nonwhite,  male  and  female  veterans  earned  more  than  their  non- veteran  counterparts. 
Again,  this  data  set  is  plagued  by  small  sample  size.  For  example,  there  are  only  132 
white  male  veterans,  64  nonwhite  male  veterans,  47  white  female  veterans,  and  21 
nonwhite  female  veterans. 

In  1989,  Mangum  and  Ball  conducted  a  study  on  AVF-era  veterans'  ability  to 
transfer  their  military  skills  to  the  civilian  labor  market  and  what  impact  this  had  on  post¬ 
service  earnings.  The  use  of  military  training  is  a  critical  component  of  the  bridging 
environment  hypothesis  (Browning,  Lopreato,  and  Poston  1973).  These  researchers 
constructed  a  sample  from  NLSY  data  by  including  only  those  who,  in  1979,  were  not 
enrolled  in  formal  education  and  whose  last  enrollment  was  between  1  July  1975  and  31 
December  1979.  The  military  members  had  to  have  served  on  active  duty  sometime  in 
the  1975-1979  period.  They  found  that  49.8%  of  women  veterans  were  able  to  transfer 
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their  skill  to  the  civilian  labor  market,  compared  to  the  57.8%  transfer  rate  for  those  who 
had  received  civilian  training.  The  numbers  for  men  were  45.8%  for  veterans  and  56.3% 
for  civilians.  If  the  effect  of  employer-specific  training  is  controlled  for,  the  veteran  and 
non- veteran  rates  are  about  equal. 

Controlling  for  AFQT  score,  education,  labor  market  experience,  minority  status, 
marital  status,  residence  in  the  South,  residence  in  an  SMSA,  collective  bargaining  status 
of  occupation,  health  limitations,  veteran  status,  whether  or  not  enlistment  was  complete 
or  incomplete,  job  tenure,  number  of  weeks  on  active  duty,  and  participation  in  post¬ 
school  training,  they  found  that,  for  the  women,  the  military  related  variables  were  all 
insignificant  determinants  of  wages,  while  men  experienced  a  premium  for  the  number  of 
weeks  they  were  on  active  duty.  It  seems  odd,  then,  that  although  women  veterans 
transfer  their  military  skills  to  civilian  occupations  at  a  higher  rate,  they  benefit  less  than 
men  from  their  service. 

Cohen,  Warner,  and  Segal  (1995)  examined  educational  attainment  of  veterans  of 
the  AVF.  This  study  used  data  from  the  1979-1985  NLSY.  Their  primary  dependent 
variable  was  education  and  their  primary  independent  variable  was  veteran  status.  They 
controlled  for  parents'  education,  father's  occupation,  occupational  aspirations, 
educational  expectations,  race,  age,  and  AFQT  score.  Military  service  cost  female 
veterans  more  than  three-fourths  of  a  year  of  school  and  male  veterans  about  two-thirds 
of  a  year.  When  the  sample  was  divided  by  race/ethnicity  (not  by  gender),  African 
Americans,  overall,  lost  four- fifths  of  a  year  of  education.  Those  who  were  labeled  as 
"nonblack"  lost  more  than  two-thirds  of  a  year  of  education.  In  addition,  they  found  that 
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length  of  service  was  negatively  correlated  with  educational  attainment  for  white  males 
and  females.  However,  length  of  service  did  not  impact  blacks  significantly. 

Mehay  and  Hirsch  (1996)  use  two  data  sets  to  examine  the  earnings  of  female 
veterans.  The  first  data  set  is  the  1986  Reserve  Component  Survey  (RCS),  which 
contains  data  on  both  veteran  and  non-veteran  reservists.  The  fact  that  all  reservists  are 
physically  and  mentally  eligible  for  active  duty  and  that  in  some  sense,  both  veteran  and 
non- veteran  reservists  have  self-selected  into  the  military,  significantly  lowers  the 
possibility  of  selection  bias  effects  when  calculating  results.  Their  sample  is  limited  to 
enlisted  personnel,  working  in  paying  civilian  jobs,  without  any  missing  data.  Using 
earnings  as  their  dependent  variable,  they  controlled  for  education,  potential  workforce 
experience  (equation  not  given),  part  time  status,  government  employment,  occupational 
category,  industry  category,  marital  status,  and  number  of  children.  Women  veterans  are 
found  to  be  at  a  significant  disadvantage  to  their  non- veteran  counterparts  (a  9%  wage 
penalty).  White  women  veterans  experienced  a  12%  wage  penalty,  while  nonwhite 
women  veterans  earned  only  2%  less.  This  disadvantage  held  to  some  degree  for  women 
who  served  prior  to  the  AVF  (Vietnam  era)  and  after  its  implementation,  as  well  as 
across  education  levels. 

Mehay  and  Hirsch  (1996)  next  looked  at  CPS  data  from  1989  and  1993. 

Included  in  their  sample  were  all  female  wage  and  salary  workers,  who  were  not 
primarily  students,  and  who  had  positive  earnings  and  hours  worked.  In  addition  to  the 
variables  controlled  for  using  the  RCS  data,  they  were  able  to  control  for  union  status, 
government  employment,  large  CMSA/MSA  residence,  and  region.  Here  they  find  an 
unadjusted  6.5%  wage  advantage  for  female  veterans  over  like  non-veterans,  which  is 
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largely  due  to  the  higher  average  education  of  the  veterans  in  this  sample.  Veterans  of 
the  Vietnam  and  AVF  eras  achieved  similar  results.  Mehay  and  Hirsch  explain  that  the 
difference  between  the  results  achieved  using  RCS  and  CPS  data  are  likely  due  to  the 
effects  of  selection  bias  in  the  CPS  data. 

Prokos  (1996)  uses  a  10%  subsample  of  the  2%  1990  PUMS  data  to  examine  the 
difference  between  female  veteran  and  non- veteran  income.  Her  sample  is  further 
restricted  by  including  only  women  aged  twenty-five  to  fifty- four  who  worked  for  an 
average  of  at  least  fifteen  hours  per  week  and  for  at  least  14  weeks.  Excluded  were 
women  on  active  duty,  in  the  Reserves,  or  in  the  Coast  Guard.  Earnings  was  the 
dependent  variable  and  veteran  status  the  independent  variable.  She  controlled  for 
education,  hours  worked  per  week,  race,  age,  and  percent  female  of  an  occupation. 
Prokos  finds  that  female  veterans  are  at  a  disadvantage  in  terms  of  earnings  relative  to 
their  non-veteran  counterparts.  However,  it  is  the  younger  veterans  who  are 
experiencing  the  disadvantage,  while  after  age  35,  women  veterans  start  to  realize  a 
premium.  Education  is  more  beneficial  to  non- veterans  than  veterans,  but  more 
advantageous  to  white  veterans  than  to  black  veterans.  Prokos  also  found  that  female 
veterans  were  more  likely  to  be  in  jobs  with  higher  proportions  of  males  than  non¬ 
veterans,  but  this  accounted  for  very  little  of  the  income  difference.  Overall,  "older 
women,  particularly  African  Americans,  and  women  with  low  levels  of  education 
benefited]  most  from  military  service"  (Prokos  1996,  p.l). 

There  are  several  areas  in  which  this  study  can  be  improved.  First  of  all,  Prokos 
does  not  control  for  variables  which  may  have  a  significant  impact  on  women  veterans' 
wages  such  as  number  of  children  or  marital  status.  Also  not  considered  are  labor 
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market  variables  such  as  unemployment  or  period  of  service  (although  age  is  used  as  a 
proxy).  In  addition,  she  categorically  excludes  active  duty  and  Guard  and  Reserve 
personnel,  who  could  be  used  for  an  interesting  comparison. 

The  final  study  which  I  have  reviewed  is  Jackson's  1 996  study  that  compares  the 
hourly  wages  of  AVF-era  veterans  and  non- veterans  using  NLSY  data  (1979-1992). 
Excluded  are  cases  not  interviewed  in  1 992,  those  who  are  out  of  the  labor  force,  those 
still  on  active  duty,  and  those  who  had  not  earned  an  hourly  wage  since  their  last 
interview.  The  primary  independent  variables  used  are  veteran  status,  years  of  service, 
and  number  of  years  since  veteran  has  left  the  service.  Age,  sex,  race,  marital  status, 
number  of  children,  educational  attainment,  parent's  education,  occupation,  civilian  work 
force  experience,  and  employment  status  are  controlled.  Oddly  enough,  although  this 
study  includes  women  in  its  sample,  nowhere  in  the  text  of  the  paper  are  results  of 
women  veterans  compared  to  women  non-veterans.  It  is  noted,  however  that  sex  is 
statistically  significant  in  all  regression  models. 

Overall,  this  study  (Jackson  1996)  suggests  that  there  is  not  much  difference 
between  the  earnings  of  young  veterans  and  non- veterans  who  have  relatively  equal  time 
in  service  and  civilian  labor  force  experience.  In  their  words,  "it  is  not  the  kind  of  work 
experience  one  has,  but  the  amount  of  work  experience  one  accumulates"  (Jackson 
1996,  p.16).  There  was  also  some  evidence,  though,  that  military  experience  may  be 
worth  slightly  less  than  civilian  experience  in  the  civilian  labor  market. 

Summary  of  Previous  Research 

TABLE  1  summarizes  whether  or  not  veterans  were  found  to  have  an  advantage  or 
disadvantage  compared  to  their  non- veteran  counterparts  (by  race/ethnicity  and 
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TABLE  1:  Summary  of  Veteran  Advantage/Disadvantage  by  Race  and  Gender 


Male  Veterans 

Female  Veterans  | 

White 

Black 

Other 

White 

Black 

Other 

Advantage 

12 

13 

9 

4 

4 

3 

Disadvantage 

11 

4 

2 

3 

3 

1 

No  Difference 

4 

7 

6 

3 

3 

3 

gender)  in  the  studies  that  I  have  reviewed.  The  number  in  each  of  the  cells  represents 
the  number  of  studies  that  have  achieved  those  results.  If  a  study  found  disparate  results 
when  the  data  were  disaggregated  by  cohort,  education,  etc.,  a  number  is  added  to  each 
applicable  cell.  Results  of  studies  that  did  not  disaggregate  their  results  by  race/ethnicity 
or  by  minority  status  are  counted  in  all  races  (e.g.,  Goldberg  and  Warner  1986;  Angrist 
1993). 

When  the  combined  conclusions  of  the  studies  I  have  reviewed  are  presented  in 
such  a  manner,  a  definite  pattern  emerges.  With  respect  to  white  men,  the  effect  of 
veteran  status  can  go  either  way.  This  suggests  that  other  variables  may  be  more 
important  than  veteran  status  in  determining  their  socioeconomic  status  attainment. 
Minority  male  veterans,  though,  show  a  definite  trend  toward  achieving  a  veteran 
advantage  over  like  non-veterans.  These  results  are  consistent  with  what  we  would 
expect  based  on  the  bridging  environment  hypothesis.  Minorities,  who  are  likely  to  have 
lower  earnings  potentials,  benefit  the  most  from  military  service.  Unlike  the  data  on 
male  veterans,  there  have  not  been  enough  studies  accomplished  on  female  veterans  for 
us  to  describe  any  definite  pattern.  Although  female  veterans  appear  to  have  a  slight 
edge  over  female  non-veterans,  it  may  be  too  early  to  tell.  This  study  will  make  a 
contribution  to  the  discerning  of  such  a  pattern. 
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The  numbers  in  TABLE  1,  however,  may  be  a  bit  misleading  because  of  the  way 
in  which  the  data  are  aggregated  (i.e.,  disregarding  cohort,  level  of  education,  etc.).  If 
we  take  a  look  at  cohorts,  two  major  trends  emerge.  The  first  is  that,  in  general,  World 
War  II  veterans  tend  to  do  better  than  veterans  of  other  cohorts,  relative  to  non- veterans 
of  the  same  age  (Villemez  and  Kasarda  1976;  Little  and  Fredland  1979;  Martindale  and 
Poston  1979;  Fredland  and  Little  1985). 

Secondly,  veterans  of  the  Vietnam  Era  have  tended  to  receive  the  least  benefit 
(or  incurred  the  most  cost)  from  military  service  relative  to  other  cohorts  (Villemez  and 
Kasarda  1976;  Martindale  and  Poston  1979;  Berger  and  Hirsch  1983;  Cohen,  Segal,  and 
Temme  1986;  Cohen,  Segal,  and  Temme  1992).  These  trends  may  be  a  result  of  the 
difference  in  popularity  between  the  two  wars,  the  discrimination  against  Vietnam 
veterans  that  may  have  occurred  (Cohen,  Segal,  and  Temme  1992),  a  decrease  in  the  use 
of  post/in-service  educational  benefits  by  Vietnam  veterans  (Cohen,  Segal,  and  Temme 
1992),  the  decoupling  of  federal  aid  for  education  from  military  service  (Segal  1989),  the 
possibility  that  individuals  selected  for  service  in  World  War  II  were  of  initial  higher 
quality  in  terms  of  human  capital  than  Vietnam  veterans  (Villemez  and  Kasarda  1976),  or 
the  condition  of  the  economy  at  the  time  the  veterans  entered  the  civilian  labor  market 
(Villemez  and  Kasarda  1976).  As  data  collection  on  the  Vietnam-era  veterans  occurred 
relatively  close  to  the  time  of  their  discharge,  the  Vietnam  effect  may  simply  be  a 
function  of  the  individual's  life  cycle  and  the  process  of  transition  into  the  civilian  labor 
market.  Cohen,  Warner,  and  Segal  (1995)  suggest  that  the  Vietnam  disadvantage  will 
continue  into  the  AVF  era,  although  it  may  be  too  early  to  tell  with  most  of  the  data  sets 
used  by  researchers  to  date.  This  is  another  area  to  which  this  study  can  contribute. 
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General  Critique  of  Previous  Research 


The  most  obvious  critique  of  the  literature  I  have  reviewed  is  the  lack  of  women's 
representation  in  the  analyses.  As  I  have  already  reviewed  some  possible  explanations  of 
this  deficiency,  I  will  now  address  several  other  areas  of  concern.  These  areas  will 
include  the  measures  of  socioeconomic  status,  control  variables,  and  statistical 
procedures. 

In  general,  sociologists  conducting  research  in  this  arena  have  used  relatively  few 
measures  of  socioeconomic  status.  Occupational  prestige,  earnings,  and  educational 
attainment  have  been  the  measures  of  choice.  While  these  variables  provide  important 
information  on  veterans'  socioeconomic  status  attainment,  they  do  not  provide  a 
complete  picture.  For  example,  most  studies  categorically  exclude  individuals  who  are 
unemployed,  report  no  income,  or  work  less  than  a  certain  number  of  hours  per  week  or 
weeks  per  year.  This  does  not  allow  the  researchers  to  measure  the  degree  to  which 
veterans  may  be  employed  or  unemployed  relative  to  their  non-veteran  counterparts  and 
it  excludes  those  individuals  who  may  be  living  near  the  poverty  line.  Researchers 
appear  more  concerned  with  the  middle  and  upper  echelons  of  socioeconomic  status 
attainment  than  with  the  lower  rungs.  This  study  offers  a  partial  corrective  to  this 
criticism  by  including  family  income  as  a  dependent  variable.  By  using  this  measure, 
individuals  who  do  not  have  any  earnings  or  who  are  not  employed  are  not  automatically 
excluded  from  all  analysis. 

Cohany  (1990)  reports  that  labor  force  participation  and  unemployment  rates  are 
about  the  same  between  male,  female,  and  minority  Vietnam-era  veterans  and  non¬ 
veterans  (black  veterans  did  participate  at  a  slightly  higher  rate),  but  these  data  are 
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grouped  only  by  age  and  do  not  match  subjects  on  other  variables  that  have  been 
demonstrated  to  be  important  to  socioeconomic  status  attainment.  There  is  also 
evidence  that  veterans  are  overrepresented  in  the  homeless  population.  Rosenheck, 
Frisman,  and  Chung  (1994,  p.466)  report  that  "The  overall  proportion  of  veterans 
among  homeless  men  (41%)  was  somewhat  higher  than  that  in  the  general  population 
(34%)."  If  there  is  a  high  concentration  of  veterans  who  do  not  meet  the  criteria  for 
inclusion  in  prior  studies,  these  analyses  may  have  greatly  overestimated  the  benefits  or 
underestimated  the  costs  of  military  service. 

There  is  also  a  tendency  of  studies  to  limit  the  type  of  income  examined  to 
earnings.  While  this  is  an  appropriate  measure  of  an  individual's  labor  market 
achievement,  it  may  leave  out  a  significant  amount  of  non-earnings  income  which  the 
human  capital  gained  in  the  military  may  have  helped  him  or  her  to  earn.  One  example  of 
this  is  retirement  income,  which  is  likely  to  be  critical,  now,  to  veterans  of  both  World 
War  II  and  Korea.  In  addition,  an  individual's  socioeconomic  status  is  often  not 
determined  by  his  or  her  income  alone.  It  may  be  more  appropriate  to  measure  family 
income  as  well.  This  is  especially  true  of  those  individuals  who  are  unemployed  or  out 
of  the  labor  force.  This  includes  women,  who,  because  they  are  culturally  tied  to 
domestic  roles,  may  have  chosen  marriage  and  familial  responsibilities  over  labor  force 
participation.  Thus,  their  earnings  will  not  measure  their  socioeconomic  status. 

Some  studies  can  also  be  criticized  for  their  failure  to  control  for  certain  variables 
(although  this  was  likely  a  function  more  of  the  data  sets  than  the  methodology).  For 
example,  many  studies  of  veterans  whose  service  was  prior  to  the  advent  of  the  AVF  did 
not  distinguish  between  enlistees  and  draftees.  This  would,  intuitively,  have  some  impact 
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on  the  effect  that  military  service  would  have  on  an  individual.  This  criticism,  however, 
is  not  as  relevant  when  studying  female  veterans,  as  women  have  always  served  as 
volunteers  in  the  U.S.  military.  Its  relevance  to  men,  as  well,  is  diminished  considering 
that  many  men  who  volunteered  for  service  were  motivated  by  the  draft. 

Most  studies  also  have  not  considered  the  full  range  of  military  status.  That  is, 
there  is  a  tendency  for  research  to  focus  on  comparing  veterans  to  non-veterans,  while 
little  mention  is  made  of  the  military  status  of  the  non- veterans.  Non- veterans  could  be 
currently  on  active  duty  or  may  have  served  in  the  National  Guard  or  Reserves. 

Some  studies  have  attempted  to  control  the  military  status  of  their  non-veteran 
samples  better  by  eliminating  active  duty  personnel  from  their  study.  To  do  so,  however, 
is  to  eliminate  a  portion  of  the  sample  that  is  well  suited  for  comparison  to  veterans  in 
terms  of  both  selection  bias  and  self- selection.  A  general  critique  of  the  results  of  many 
of  the  studies  I  have  reviewed  is  that  any  difference  between  veteran  and  non- veteran 
socioeconomic  status  may  be  due  to  the  possibility  that  individuals  who  decide  to  enter 
the  military  differ  significantly  on  some  factor  associated  with  civilian  labor  market 
outcomes  from  those  that  do  not  enter  the  military  as  a  result  of  either  the  military's 
selection  process  or  the  self-selection  of  that  individual  to  join  the  armed  forces.  Active 
duty  personnel  and,  to  some  extent,  those  with  service  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve  have 
been  selected  by  the  armed  forces  and  (at  least  during  the  AVF)  have  been  self-selected 
as  well.  Thus,  the  possible  influence  of  selection  bias  when  comparing  veterans  to  these 
groups  is  reduced.  In  addition,  active  duty  personnel  represent  the  "cost"  or  "benefit"  of 
a  veteran's  choice  not  to  remain  in  the  service  and  may  offer  an  interesting  comparison. 
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Some  studies,  even  those  that  have  concentrated  on  women  veterans,  have  also 
inadequately  addressed  the  issues  involving  women's  cultural  ties  to  the  family  (e.g., 
Prokos,  1996,  did  not  even  include  a  variable  for  number  of  children  in  her  analysis). 
Marital  status  and  fertility  are  critical  aspects  in  the  determination  of  a  women's 
availability  for  work  and  achievement  at  work.  Not  only  is  the  presence  of  children  an 
important  factor,  but  so  is  the  age  of  those  children.  Younger  children  may  require  more 
time,  care,  and,  thus,  sacrifice  (in  terms  of  socioeconomic  status)  on  the  mother's  part 
than  older  children  (e.g.,  working  fewer  hours).  As  I  discussed  earlier,  it  may  be  through 
these  variables  that  the  military  has  an  indirect  effect  on  its  female  veterans. 

A  third  area  that  has  not  been  adequately  controlled  is  local  labor  market 
conditions.  Many  studies,  by  their  failure  to  include  labor  market  area  control  variables, 
have  assumed  that  veterans  operate  within  a  national  labor  market,  or  at  the  least 
regional  (for  those  studies  that  have  controlled  for  residence  in  the  South).  While  this 
may  be  valid  according  to  the  assumption  of  the  bridging  environment  hypothesis  that 
the  mobility  of  veterans  is  less  limited  than  that  of  non-veterans,  local  conditions  are 
likely  to  exert  strong  influences  on  the  socioeconomic  status  attainment  of  veterans. 

Lastly,  some  studies  have  coded  variables  in  ways  that  are  inappropriate  for 
regression  analysis.  For  example,  two  studies  (Poston  1979;  Martindale  and  Poston 
1979),  instead  of  using  a  series  of  dummy  variables,  coded  marital  status  as  a  four- 
category  nominal-level  variable  and  assumed  it  to  be  an  interval-level  measurement  for 
the  purpose  of  the  regression.  Not  only  is  this  a  dubious  assumption,  but  it  negates  any 
non-arbitrary  interpretation  of  the  regression  coefficient. 
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These  critiques  are  useful  in  shaping  and  guiding  my  study  of  the  socioeconomic 
status  attainment  of  women  veterans.  While  it  may  not  be  possible  to  improve  upon  all 
of  the  critiqued  areas,  I  have  attempted  to  address  several  of  them  in  this  paper. 
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HYPOTHESES 


Based  on  the  theoretical  perspectives  I  have  presented  and  given  the  results  of 
previous  research,  I  hypothesize  that: 

1 .  Overall,  women  veterans  have  achieved  greater  socioeconomic  status  than 
their  non- veteran  counterparts. 

2.  Minority  veterans  receive  more  of  a  socioeconomic  benefit  (or  less  of  a  cost) 
for  their  veteran  status  relative  to  minority  non-veterans  than  do  non-minority 
veterans  relative  to  similar  non-veterans. 

3.  Older  female  veterans  have  achieved  greater  socioeconomic  status,  relative  to 
similar  non- veterans,  than  younger  veterans  compared  to  younger  non¬ 
veterans. 

4.  Veterans  who  are  married  receive  either  less  of  a  marriage  premium  or  more 
of  a  marriage  penalty  (in  terms  of  socioeconomic  status)  compared  to  similar 
non-veterans. 

5.  Having  a  young  child  is  more  costly  (in  terms  of  socioeconomic  status)  for 
women  veterans  than  for  women  non- veterans. 

In  these  hypotheses,  "non-veteran"  primarily  refers  to  those  individuals  who  have 
no  military  service.  I  will  also  offer  comparisons  of  an  exploratory  nature  between 
veterans  and  their  active  duty  and  Guard/Reserve  counterparts.  Based  on  the  research  of 
Phillips  et  al.  (1992)  and  the  theoretical  perspectives  I  have  presented,  I  expect  that: 

6.  Young  women  veterans  are  disadvantaged  relative  to  those  who  were  in  the 
military,  but  that  this  disadvantage  diminishes  with  age. 
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METHODS 


Sample  Description 

The  data  set  that  I  will  be  using  for  this  study  is  the  1990  Public  Use  Microdata 
Sample  L  (PUMS-L),  which  was  produced  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census  under 
contract  with  the  Louisiana  Population  Data  Center.  This  is  a  .45%  sample  and  includes 
records  on  1,139,142  individuals.  This  data  set  is  considerably  different  from  other 
PUMS  data  sets  in  the  geographic  delineation  of  the  data.  Tolbert  and  Sizer  (1996) 
divided  the  United  States  into  741  commuting  zones  based  on  individuals' journey-to- 
work  data  from  the  1990  Census.  These  commuting  zones  use  counties  (or  then- 
equivalents)  as  the  basic  unit  of  analysis  and  aggregate  them  to  provide  a  picture  of  the 
areas  in  which  individuals  both  live  and  work.  The  commuting  zones  were  then 
combined  into  394  labor  market  areas  (LMAs)  and  certain  areas  were  oversampled  to 
ensure  that  each  LMA  contained  the  records  of  at  least  100,000  individuals. 

Sampling  weights  are  included  to  compensate  for  the  oversampling  of  certain 
LMAs.  However,  preliminary  analysis  showed  that  sample  weighting  did  not 
substantively  impact  the  results  of  this  analysis.  In  addition,  Teachman  and  Call  (1996, 
p.l  1),  who  encountered  a  similar  sample  weighting  scheme  in  their  unbalanced 
subsample  of  the  1986  NLS,  state  that  "the  use  of  weights  undermines  the  asymptotic 
theory  upon  which  the  calculation  of  the  standard  errors  of  the  regression  coefficients  is 
based."  For  these  reasons,  I  will  use  non- weighted  data  for  my  analysis. 

The  PUMS-L  data  set  is  especially  suited  for  the  purpose  of  this  study.  It 
provides  detailed  information  on  respondents'  personal  and  household  characteristics  that 
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can  be  used  to  calculate  several  measures  of  socioeconomic  status  while  controlling  for  a 
variety  of  variables  that  have  been  linked  to  status  attainment.  These  include  certain 
labor  market  characteristics  that  may  operate  differently  within  local  labor  markets  than 
on  a  regional  or  national  level.  The  relatively  large  sample  size,  unlike  that  of  the  NLSY, 
helps  to  ensure  that  insignificant  results  are  not  simply  due  to  an  insufficient  number  of 
subjects. 

There  are,  however,  certain  limitations  of  the  data  that  must  be  recognized.  First 
of  all,  these  are  not  longitudinal  data.  Therefore,  I  am  only  able  to  take  a  snapshot  of 
this  sample  at  one  very  specific  time  and  am  unable  to  trace  the  effects  of  military  service 
on  individuals  through  time.  Second,  these  data  contain  no  information  regarding  the 
veterans'  occupational  specialties  while  they  were  on  active  duty.  Thus,  skill 
transferability  issues  will  not  be  addressed.  Third,  these  data  contain  no  measure  of 
ability  which  can  be  used  to  help  mitigate  the  effects  of  selection  bias.  Although  I  will 
use  a  variety  of  control  variables  to  account  for  this  effect,  there  is  the  potential  for 
results  achieved  using  these  data  to  be  simply  a  reflection  of  military  recruiting  policy 
and  not  the  effects  of  military  service  itself.  Therefore,  conclusions  must  be  drawn  with 
caution. 

I  have  decided  to  limit  the  number  of  individuals  in  this  sample  by  including  only 
those  persons  aged  nineteen  or  older.  I  chose  the  lower  age  limit  because  this  is  the 
youngest  a  veteran  could  be  in  1989  based  on  entering  the  service  at  age  seventeen  and 
serving  a  minimum  two  year  active-duty  commitment.  Younger  "veterans"  are  likely  to 
have  left  the  service  prior  to  the  completion  of  their  contract  or  provided  erroneous 
information  on  the  census.  As  I  am  focusing  only  on  veterans  of  the  AVF,  veterans  who 
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served  prior  to  May  1975  are  excluded.  While  the  AVF  began  in  1973,  the  coding  of  the 
data  provided  no  closer  alternative  cutoff  date. 

In  order  to  establish  an  upper  age  limit  to  help  make  the  samples  of  veteran  and 
non- veteran  personnel  more  comparable,  I  examined  the  age  distributions  of  women 
veterans  of  the  AVF.  Ages  for  this  group  of  women  ranged  from  19,  the  set  lower  limit, 
to  60.  Applying  this  age  range  to  the  non-serving  women,  however,  resulted  in  a 
significant  and  substantial  difference  in  the  mean  ages  of  the  two  groups,  which  may 
have  tainted  any  comparisons  between  the  groups.  The  mean  age  for  women  veterans 
was  29.6  years  and  the  mean  age  for  non-veterans  was  46.9  years.  Since  approximately 
96%  of  the  women  veterans  were  aged  40  and  below,  I  chose  to  eliminate  those 
individuals  aged  41  or  over  from  my  analysis.  By  doing  so,  I  dropped  3.6%  of  the 
women  veterans  and  55.6%  of  the  women  non- veterans  from  this  study.  The  mean  age 
of  the  women  veterans  dropped  slightly  to  29.0  years  while  the  mean  age  of  the  women 
non- veterans  fell  to  29.8  years,  making  the  two  groups  more  comparable  in  terms  of  age. 

Another  criterion  on  which  I  chose  to  limit  my  sample  is  education.  More 
specifically,  I  removed  those  individuals  with  less  than  a  high  school  diploma  or  GED 
from  the  analysis  in  order  to  make  the  non- veteran  sample  more  comparable  to  the 
veterans.  Since  1983,  at  least  90%  of  all  DoD  active  duty  non-prior-service  accessions 
have  had  a  high  school  diploma  (AFIS  1991;  AFIS  1987;  AFIS  1984).  Although  the 
percentage  of  high  school  graduates  among  all  military  recruits  was  dramatically  different 
in  the  earlier  years  of  the  AVF  (e.g.,  1974-1976:  66%,  1977-1980:  71%  (Binkin  1984)), 
the  percentage  of  high  school  graduates  among  women  recruits  was  not.  For  example, 
from  1974-1976,  while  the  percentage  of  high  school  graduates  for  all  enlisted  recruits 
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ranged  from  about  61%  in  1974  to  69%  in  1976,  the  percentage  of  high  school 
graduates  among  women  enlisted  recruits  topped  the  90%  mark  each  year  (Binkin  and 
Bach  1977). 

This  point  is  further  illustrated  by  a  closer  examination  of  enlisted  Army  recruits. 
In  the  first  ten  years  of  the  all- volunteer  Army,  less  than  62%  of  male  enlisted  recruits 
had  completed  high  school,  while  92%  of  enlisted  female  recruits  had  earned  their  high 
school  diploma  (Binkin  1984).  Indeed,  less  than  4%  of  the  women  veterans  in  this 
sample  (given  the  age  restrictions)  had  not  earned  their  high  school  diploma  or  GED. 

The  percentage  of  non-serving  females  in  this  sample  who  had  not  earned  their  high 
school  diploma  or  GED  is  about  16%.  A  sizable  proportion  of  the  non-serving 
individuals,  then,  were  unlikely  to  have  been  selected  for  military  service  even  had  they 
chosen  to  serve.  Thus,  to  make  the  two  groups,  veteran  women  and  non-serving 
women,  more  comparable  in  an  attempt  to  limit  the  effects  of  selection  bias,  I  decided  to 
drop  all  individuals  without  a  high  school  diploma  or  GED  from  this  study.  To 
summarize,  the  following  individuals  have  been  deleted  from  this  study  and  are,  thus,  not 
represented  by  the  following  analysis:  veterans  who  began  service  prior  to  May  1975, 
those  women  who  were  younger  than  19  or  older  than  40,  and  those  individuals  without 
a  high  school  diploma  or  GED. 

Applying  these  limitations,  my  sample  will  consist  of  the  respondents  in  TABLE 
2:  women  veterans  (who  have  served  only  during  the  AYF  era  from  May  1975  on), 
women  who  have  had  no  military  service,  women  who  are  on  active  duty,  and  women 
whose  military  service  has  been  within  the  National  Guard  or  Reserve  components  only. 
These  women  are  aged  19-40  years  old  and  have  all  earned  a  high  school  diploma  or 
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GED.  The  number  of  males  in  my  sample,  to  which  the  same  exclusion  criteria  were 
applied,  are  also  included  in  TABLE  2,  as  I  will  be  presenting  some  results  for  male 
veterans  for  the  purpose  of  comparison. 

Measures 

As  I  stated  in  my  critique  of  prior  studies,  most  studies  tend  to  use  a  limited 
number  of  measures  to  ascertain  socioeconomic  status.  This  paints  a  relatively  narrow 
picture  of  veterans'  status  attainment.  For  the  purpose  of  this  study,  I  will  take  one 
category  of  dependent  variables,  income/earnings,  and  analyze  two  measures  that  will 
broaden  our  view  of  the  socioeconomic  status  of  female  veterans.  In  particular,  I  will 
look  at  earnings  and  family  income  and  the  natural  logarithms  thereof  (to  help 
compensate  for  the  positive  skew  associated  with  each  measure).  I  will  discuss  the 
major  dependent,  independent,  and  intervening  variables  in  some  detail  and  then  briefly 
describe  the  control  variables  that  I  intend  to  use. 

Dependent  Variables 

Earnings  and  Ln(Earnings)  -  Earnings,  as  defined  by  the  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census 

(1992,  p.  B-16),  is  the  "algebraic  sum  of  wage  and  salary  income  and  net  income 
from  farm  and  nonfarm  self  employment"  for  the  calendar  year  1989.  It  is  a 
continuous  variable  ranging  from  -$19,996  to  $284,000.  Individuals  with 
earnings  above  $284,000  have  their  earnings  coded  as  their  state's  median  of 
those  with  earnings  exceeding  the  top  code  (using  the  1%  PUMS  data)  (see  U.S. 
Bureau  of  the  Census,  1982,  p.C-12  for  state  medians).  From  the  human  capital 
model,  individuals  are  assumed  to  be  paid  according  to  their  human  capital  and 
potential  productivity  (Fredland  and  Little  1985).  If  veteran  status  is  to  have  an 
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effect  on  economic  gains  in  the  labor  market,  this  measurement  is  the  one  most 
able  to  directly  measure  it. 

Family  income  and  Ln(Family  income)  -  As  I  stated  earlier,  the  socioeconomic  status  of 
some  individuals  (e.g.,  housewives)  may,  for  various  reasons,  be  associated  more 
with  their  family's  income  rather  than  their  own.  Although  this  measure  was  not 
used  in  the  studies  that  I  have  reviewed,  it  may  provide  additional  insight  into  the 
socioeconomic  status  attainment  of  female  veterans.  Family  income  includes  "the 
incomes  of  all  members  15  years  old  and  over  in  each  family"  (U.S.  Bureau  of 
the  Census  1982,  p.B-17)  for  the  calendar  year  1989.  It  is  a  continuous  variable 
that  ranges  between  the  family's  state's  bottom  code  and  top  code  (for  the  1% 
PUMS  data)  (see  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census,  1982,  p.C-1 1).  Family  income  is 
reported  for  1989,  but  family  characteristics  such  as  marital  status  and  number  of 
children  are  in  reference  to  April  1990.  However,  according  to  the  U.S.  Bureau 
of  the  Census  (1982,  p.B-17),  "the  composition  of  most  families  was  the  same 
during  1989  as  in  April  1990." 

Independent  Variables 

Military  Status  -  This  is  a  set  of  three  constructed  dummy  variables  where,  on  the  first 
variable,  non-veterans  are  coded  as  1  and  veterans,  active-duty,  and 
Guard/Reserve  personnel  are  coded  as  0.  Active-duty  personnel  are  coded  as  a  1 
on  the  second  variable,  while  all  others  are  coded  as  0.  Guard/Reserve  personnel 
are  coded  as  1  on  the  third  variable,  while  all  others  are  coded  as  0.  The 
excluded  group  is  veterans  (defined  as  those  who  have  previously  served  on 
active  duty  with  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces,  but  are  no  longer  on  active  duty). 
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Intervening  Variables 


Bridging  Environment  Hypothesis: 

Length  of  Service  -  This  is  continuous  variable  which  contains  the  number  of  years  of 
military  service  an  individual  has.  It  is  a  measure  of  work  experience  as  well  as 
labor  force  interruption  that  may  be  significant  in  determining  earnings. 

Potential  Civilian  Labor  Market  Experience-  This  is  a  constructed  continuous  variable. 
Duncan  et  al.  (1993)  use  the  following  formula  to  calculate  this  variable:  Age  - 
Years  of  Education  -  5.  However,  because  time  spent  in  the  military  is  also 
unlikely  to  contribute  directly  to  civilian  labor  force  experience  (like  education),  I 
also  subtracted  any  years  of  military  service  from  this  equation.  The  square  of 
this  variable  is  also  used  in  regression  analysis  to  compensate  for  the  declining 
value  of  civilian  experience  over  time. 

Educational  Attainment  -  This  variable  is  approximately  equal  to  the  number  of  years  of 
education  an  individual  has:  12  =  high  school  diploma  or  GED;  13  =  some 
college,  no  degree;  14  =  Associate  degree;  16  =  Bachelor's  degree;  18  =  Master's 
degree;  and  21  =  Doctorate  or  professional  degree.  One  disadvantage  of  this 
data  set  is  that  it  can  not  be  determined  exactly  how  many  years  of  college  those 
with  some  college,  but  no  degree  have  earned. 

Percent  of  Occupation  that  is  Male  ^  10  -  For  each  three-digit  occupational  category,  I 
constructed  a  continuous  variable  that  indicates  the  percentage  of  those 
individuals  employed  in  the  occupation  who  are  men  (based  on  individual-level 
data  from  all  employed  individuals  in  the  PUMS-L  data  set  aged  16  or  older). 
This  variable  is  only  calculated  for  employed  individuals.  Active  duty  personnel 
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have  been  occupationally  classified  according  to  their  civilian  job  equivalent. 
Active  duty  personnel  whose  jobs  did  not  equate  to  a  civilian  occupation  were 
classified  as  either  "Commissioned  Officers  and  Warrant  Officers,"  "Non¬ 
commissioned  Officers  and  Other  Enlisted  Personnel,"  or  "Military  occupation, 
rank  not  specified."  I  have  divided  the  percentage  of  men  in  an  occupation  by  10 
because  of  the  small  regression  coefficients  associated  with  this  characteristic 
discovered  in  preliminary  analysis.  Coefficients  of  this  variable  will  now  be 
interpreted  as  the  change  in  the  dependent  variable  associated  with  a  10 
percentage  point  change  in  the  percentage  of  men  in  an  occupation.  While  this 
technique  has  not  been  used  with  this  measure  in  other  studies  I  have  reviewed,  it 
does  not  affect  the  regression  equation  other  than  to  change  the  scale  of  the 
parameter  estimate  associated  with  this  variable  and  to  improve  the  clarity  of  the 
interpretation  of  the  parameter  estimate.  This  technique  is  commonly  used  with 
other  measures  such  as  income,  which  may  be  divided  by  1 000  and  interpreted  in 
terms  of  thousands  of  dollars. 

Familial  Considerations: 

Marital  Status  -  This  is  a  set  of  two  dummy  variables.  One  indicates  married  (not 

separated)  or  otherwise  and  the  other  indicates  whether  an  individual  is  divorced, 
widowed,  separated,  or  not.  The  excluded  category  is  single,  never  married. 

Number  of  Children  -  This  is  a  continuous  variable  that  represents  the  number  of  children 
ever  bom.  This  variable  is  not  calculated  for  men,  as  the  data  for  men  were  not 
in  the  PUMS-L  data  set. 
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Children  Under  6  Years  Old  -  This  variable  is  a  dummy  variable  that  indicates  whether  or 
not  a  women  has  her  own  child/children  present  who  are  under  the  age  of  six. 

This  variable  is  not  calculated  for  men,  as  the  data  for  men  were  not  in  the 
PUMS-L  data  set. 

Veteran  Status  as  a  Screening  Device: 

Percent  of  LMA  Labor  Force  that  is  Veteran  -  This  is  a  continuous  variable  which  I 

calculated  (based  on  individual-level  data  from  the  entire  PUMS-L  sample)  that 
will  equate  to  the  percentage  of  the  labor  force  that  has  served  on  active  duty 
with  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces  in  each  LMA.  I  defined  the  labor  force  to  be 
everyone  aged  16  and  over  who  was  employed  or  unemployed  (i.e.,  without  a  job 
but  looking  for  work),  including  both  men  and  women.  For  each  LMA,  I  divided 
the  number  of  veterans  in  the  labor  force  by  the  total  number  of  people  in  the 
labor  force.  It  is  theoretically  important  to  include  this  variable,  as  it  functions  as 
an  implicit  test  of  DeTray's  (1982)  screening  hypothesis.  He  predicted  that  the 
higher  the  proportion  of  veterans  within  a  subgroup,  the  more  valuable  will  be 
veteran  status  as  a  screen  (DeTray  1982).  While  DeTray  used  age  cohorts  as  his 
subgroups,  the  same  logic  seems  to  be  more  applicable  to  labor  forces.  If  this 
variable  is  significant,  especially  within  the  earnings  regression  equations,  it 
would  lend  support  to  that  theory. 

Percent  of  LMA  Labor  Force  on  Active  Duty  -  This  is  a  continuous  variable  I  calculated 
(using  individual-level  data  from  the  entire  PUMS-L  sample)  based  on  those 
individuals  who  are  on  active  duty  in  the  labor  force  of  each  LMA.  Again,  I 
defined  the  labor  force  to  be  everyone  aged  1 6  and  over  who  was  employed  or 
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unemployed  (i.e.,  without  a  job  but  looking  for  work),  including  both  men  and 
women.  For  each  LMA,  I  divided  the  number  of  active  duty  personnel  in  the 
labor  force  by  the  total  number  of  people  in  the  labor  force.  This  is  a  proxy 
measure  for  living  near  a  military  installation  and,  for  those  not  on  active  duty, 
the  likelihood  of  being  married  to  a  military  member. 

Control  Variables 

Demographics: 

Age  -  This  is  a  continuous  variable  equal  to  the  age,  in  years,  of  the  respondent. 

Because  this  variable  is  a  linear  combination  of  an  individual's  length  of  military 
service,  potential  civilian  labor  market  experience,  and  education,  age  will  be 
excluded  from  all  regression  equations. 

Gender  -  This  is  a  dummy  variable  where  males  are  coded  as  0  and  females  as  1 . 

Race/Ethnicity  -  This  is  a  set  of  three  dummy  variables:  one  for  white,  Hispanic;  one  for 
black  (Hispanic  and  non-Hispanic);  and  one  for  other  (not  black  or  white). 

Those  in  the  "other"  category  are  of  Asian,  American  Indian,  Pacific  Islander, 
Eskimo,  Aleut,  or  unspecified  ethnicity.  The  excluded  group  is  white,  non- 
Hispanic. 

Enrolled  in  School  -  This  is  a  dummy  variable  that  indicates  whether  or  not  an  individual 
was  "attending  a  'regular'  public  or  private  school  or  college  at  any  time  between 
February  1,  1990,  and  the  time  of  enumeration"  (U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census 
1992)  (1  =  enrolled). 
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Individual  Labor  Force  Participation: 

Approximate  Number  of  Hours  Worked  in  1989  -  40-  This  is  the  usual  number  or  hours 
worked  per  week  in  1989  multiplied  by  the  number  of  weeks  worked  in  1989 
divided  by  40.  In  preliminary  analysis,  this  variable  explained  more  of  the 
variance  in  earnings  than  separate  variables  for  the  usual  number  of  hours  worked 
per  week  and  the  number  of  weeks  worked  in  1989.  In  the  name  of  efficiency,  I 
chose  to  use  the  single  variable  instead  of  two  separate  variables.  I  have  divided 
the  hours  worked  by  40  because  of  the  small  regression  coefficients  associated 
with  a  1  hour  change  in  this  characteristic  discovered  in  preliminary  analysis. 
Coefficients  of  this  variable  can  now  be  interpreted  as  the  change  in  the 
dependent  variable  associated  with  a  40  hour  change  (or  about  one  full-time 
work- week)  in  the  approximate  total  time  worked  in  1989.  This  variable  will 
only  be  used  in  earnings  equations. 

Local  LMA  Characteristics: 

All  aggregate  LMA  characteristics  were  calculated  using  individual-level  data 
from  all  individuals  in  the  PUMS-L  data  set  aged  16  or  older.  The  one  exception  is  the 
poverty  rate,  which  includes  individuals  regardless  of  age. 

Unemployment  Rate  -  This  is  a  continuous  variable  I  constructed  which  indicates  the 
percentage  of  the  civilian  labor  force  that  is  unemployed  for  each  LMA  .  An 
unemployed  individual  is  defined  as  being  neither  at  work  nor  with  a  job  but  not 
at  work,  and  looking  for  work  in  the  past  four  weeks,  and  available  to  accept  a 
job,  or  those  who  were  temporarily  laid  off  and  were  waiting  to  be  recalled 
(Cohany  1990;  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census  1992). 
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Poverty  Rate  -  This  is  a  continuous  variable  I  constructed  that  equals  the  percentage  of 
individuals  who  live  at  or  below  the  poverty  line  in  each  LMA.  The  U.S.  Census 
Bureau  excludes  the  following  individuals  from  poverty  calculations:  those  who 
are  institutionalized,  unrelated  individuals  under  the  age  of  15,  and  those  who  live 
in  military  group  quarters  or  college  dormitories  (U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census 
1992).  Poverty  is  defined  by  the  Social  Security  Administration  and  is  based  on 
the  size  of  the  family,  number  of  children  under  eighteen,  and,  in  one  and  two 
person  households,  the  age  of  the  householder.  Those  individuals  whose  families 
do  not  earn  income  that  is  three  times  that  necessary  to  support  a  nutritionally 
adequate  diet,  are  considered  below  the  poverty  line  (U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census 
1992).  TABLE  3  gives  the  exact  poverty  thresholds  and  is  taken  directly  from 
the  U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census  (1992,  p.  B-28): 

Percent  of  LMA  Labor  Force  that  is  Minority  -  This  is  a  continuous  variable  I 

constructed  based  on  those  minorities  who  are  defined  to  be  in  the  labor  force. 
For  the  purpose  of  this  variable,  a  minority  is  defined  as  an  individual  who  is  not 
white,  non-Hispanic. 

Percent  of  LMA  Labor  Force  that  is  Female  -  This  is  a  continuous  variable  I  constructed 
based  on  those  females  who  are  defined  to  be  in  the  labor  force. 

Statistical  Methodology 

In  order  to  test  my  hypotheses  and  explore  the  relationship  between  military  and 
socioeconomic  status,  I  conducted  four  phases  of  statistical  analysis:  description, 
comparison  of  dependent  measures,  and  two  phases  of  regression.  I  first  calculated 
descriptive  statistics  on  selected  characteristics  of  my  sample,  disaggregating  the  data  by 
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TABLE  3:  Poverty  Thresholds  in  1989  (Dollars) 
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race/ethnicity  and  military  service.  I  calculated  means  and  standard  deviations  for  all  key 
variables.  I  then  compared  the  veterans'  statistics  to  those  of  non-serving  individuals, 
active  duty  personnel,  and  those  with  service  only  in  the  Guard  or  Reserves  using  a  t-test 
for  the  difference  of  means  (or  the  difference  of  proportions) 

I  next  created  multivariate  tables  to  display  mean  values  of  the  dependent 
variables.  Race/ethnicity,  age,  education,  marital  status,  number  of  children  ever  bom, 
work  status,  percentage  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is  veteran,  and  percentage  of  LMA 
labor  force  that  is  on  active  duty  are  all  addressed.  For  each  racial/ ethnic  group,  the 
means  of  the  dependent  measures  for  veterans  were  compared  to  those  in  other  military 
status  categories  using  a  difference  of  means  test. 

The  comparison  of  mean  values  across  multivariate  tables,  while  providing 
valuable  insight  into  the  socioeconomic  status  attainment  of  women  veterans,  did  not 
permit  the  analysis  of  any  veteran  disadvantage  or  advantage  simultaneously  controlling 
for  a  multitude  of  relevant  factors.  Therefore,  I  turned  to  multivariate  regression  models 
to  assess  the  impact  of  military  service  net  of  the  other  variables  considered  in  this  study 
(via  analysis  of  the  coefficients  of  the  military  status  variables). 

In  order  to  explore  the  differential  values  of  the  various  independent  and  control 
variables  for  women  veterans  and  those  with  no  military  service,  I  also  estimated 
separate  multivariate  regression  equations  for  these  two  military  status  groups  within 
each  racial/ethnic  category.  To  test  the  significance  of  the  differences  in  the  regression 
coefficients  between  women  veterans  and  non-serving  women,  I  ran  an  interaction  model 
(which  included  only  veterans  and  non-serving  individuals)  for  each  racial/ethnic 
category,  interacting  veteran  status  with  each  of  the  other  variables  in  the  equations. 
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Other  Sample  Constraints 


I  chose  to  exclude  some  individuals  from  statistical  analysis  involving  earnings: 
those  with  missing  values,  those  who  earned  nothing  or  had  negative  earnings  in  1989, 
and  those  who  were  not  employed.  These  individuals,  however,  were  not  automatically 
excluded  from  analysis  involving  other  variables  (i.e.,  family  income).  As  no  one  had  a 
missing  value  for  earnings,  this  criterion  did  not  eliminate  anyone.  I  chose  to  eliminate 
those  with  non-positive  earnings  on  statistical  grounds.  First,  since  I  was  using  the 
natural  logarithm  of  earnings,  and  it  is  not  possible  to  take  the  logarithm  of  a  non¬ 
positive  number,  I  decided  to  either  remove  those  observations  with  zero  or  negative 
earnings  from  analysis  when  analyzing  earnings  or  to  bottom  code  non-positive  values  of 
earnings  to  a  small,  positive  value.  After  exploring  the  latter  option  in  preliminary 
analysis  by  coding  all  zero  and  negative  values  to  .01,1  determined  that  the  bottom 
coding  method  was  unsuitable  because  of  the  resulting  large  departure  from  normality  of 
the  distributions  of  the  ln(eamings),  which  adversely  affected  hypothesis  testing  and 
regression  analysis.  I  chose,  then,  to  exclude  individuals  with  non-positive  earnings  in 
1989  from  analysis  involving  earnings. 

Excluding  the  women  with  non-positive  earnings  in  1989  from  this  portion  of  the 
study  eliminated  29,266  women:  about  18%  of  the  women  remaining  in  the  sample. 
These  women  had  an  average  age  of  30.3  years.  Of  the  original  sample  (restricted  by 
age  and  education),  these  women  accounted  for  about  15%  of  the  veterans,  18%  of 
individuals  with  no  military  service,  2%  of  active  duty  personnel,  and  1 1%  of  individuals 
with  service  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve  only.  Ethnically,  these  women  accounted  for  1 7% 
of  white,  non-Hispanic  women,  21%  of  African-American  women,  20%  of  white, 
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Hispanic  women,  and  27%  of  women  in  other  racial/ethnic  categories.  For  the  most 
part,  these  women  appear  to  be  traditional  housewives.  Seventy-one  percent  of  them  are 
married  and  80%  have  had  children  (65%  are  both  married  and  have  at  least  one  child, 
6%  of  this  group  are  married  with  no  children,  and  7%  are  single,  never  married 
mothers).  Approximately  79%  of  these  women  are  not  in  the  labor  force  and  worked 
(outside  the  home),  on  average,  less  than  1  week  in  1989. 

I  also  decided  to  exclude  from  earnings  analysis  those  individuals  who  are  not 
currently  employed  (i.e.,  they  are  unemployed  or  not  in  the  labor  force).  As  I  intend  to 
include  information  on  an  individual's  current  occupation,  such  as  the  percentage  of 
those  employed  in  an  individual's  current  occupation  who  are  male,  those  who  are  not 
currently  employed  would  contain  missing  information  and,  thus,  would  not  be  able  to  be 
included  in  the  regression  analysis.  The  socioeconomic  status  of  these  women  may  be 
better  measured  by  family  income. 

By  excluding  women  who  had  positive  earnings  in  1989,  but  were  not  currently 
employed,  from  the  analysis  of  earnings,  another  20,975  women  (about  13%)  were 
removed  from  this  part  of  my  analysis.  These  women  had  an  average  age  of  27.4  years. 
Of  the  original  sample  (restricted  by  age  and  education),  these  women  accounted  for 
about  20%  of  the  veterans,  1 3%  of  individuals  with  no  military  service,  0%  of  active 
duty  personnel,  and  1 8%  of  individuals  with  service  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve  only. 
Ethnically,  these  women  accounted  for  13%  of  white,  non-Hispanic  women,  15%  of 
African-American  women,  12%  of  white,  Hispanic  women,  and  14%  of  women  in  other 
racial/ethnic  categories.  Also,  there  appears  to  be  a  large  number  of  housewives  in  this 
deleted  group,  as  55%  were  married  62%  have  had  a  child  (46%  are  both  married  and 
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have  at  least  one  child,  9%  of  this  group  are  married  with  no  children,  and  6%  are  single, 
never  married  mothers).  Seventy- five  percent  of  these  women  are  not  in  the  labor  force. 
Included  in  this  group  are  also  likely  to  be  part-year/seasonal  workers  who  are  currently 
unemployed.  These  women,  on  average,  worked  about  25  weeks  during  1989.  Another 
group  that  is  included  in  this  group  is  students,  as  31%  of  these  women  (compared  to 
about  18%  in  the  entire  sample)  are  enrolled  in  school. 

Looking  at  the  total  number  of  women  excluded  from  analyses  involving 
earnings,  we  find  that  50,241  women  (about  31%)  have  been  excluded.  While  the 
number  is  fairly  large,  this  excluded  group  draws  relatively  evenly  from  the  different 
racial/ethnic  categories  (although  slightly  more  from  "other"  races/ethnicities)  and 
military  status  groups  (except  active  duty  personnel).  Of  the  original  sample  (restricted 
by  age  and  education),  these  women  accounted  for  about  35%  of  the  veterans,  31%  of 
individuals  with  no  military  service,  2%  of  active  duty  personnel,  and  30%  of  individuals 
with  service  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve  only.  Ethnically,  these  women  accounted  for  30% 
of  white,  non-Hispanic  women,  35%  of  African-American  women,  32%  of  white, 
Hispanic  women,  and  41%  of  women  in  other  racial/ethnic  categories. 

In  the  analysis  of  family  income,  I  decided  to  exclude  certain  individuals  as  well. 
As  with  the  individuals  excluded  from  analysis  involving  earnings,  those  excluded  from 
analysis  involving  family  income  were  not  automatically  excluded  from  analysis  involving 
other  variables  (i.e.,  earnings).  These  individuals  are  those  that  have  missing  values  for 
family  income  and  those  whose  family  income  is  less  than  or  equal  to  zero.  The  U.S. 
Bureau  of  the  Census  did  not  calculate  family  income  for  those  individuals  living  in 
group  quarters,  such  as  college  dormitories  and  military  barracks.  Thus,  these 


66 


individuals  have  missing  values  for  family  income.  Three-thousand  three-hundred  and 
seventeen  women  (about  2%)  are  in  this  category.  This  is  a  relatively  young  group  of 
women,  with  an  average  age  of  21 .3  years.  As  one  would  predict,  92%  of  these  women 
are  single  and  85%  of  them  are  enrolled  in  school.  Of  the  original  sample  (restricted  by 
age  and  education),  these  women  accounted  for  less  than  1%  of  the  veterans,  2%  of 
individuals  with  no  military  service,  36%  of  active  duty  personnel,  and  3%  of  individuals 
with  service  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve  only.  Ethnically,  these  women  accounted  for  2%  of 
white,  non-Hispanic  women,  3%  of  African-American  women,  2%  of  white,  Hispanic 
women,  and  3%  of  women  in  other  racial/ethnic  categories. 

For  reasons  similar  to  why  I  chose  to  exclude  individuals  with  non-positive 
earnings,  I  have  chosen  to  exclude  individuals  with  non-positive  family  income  from 
analysis  involving  family  income.  The  1 ,298  women  excluded  by  this  criterion  make  up 
less  than  1%  of  the  original  sample  (restricted  by  age  and  education).  These  women 
accounted  for  less  than  1%  of  the  veterans,  individuals  with  no  military  service,  active 
duty  personnel,  and  individuals  with  service  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve  only.  Ethnically, 
these  women  accounted  for  less  than  1%  of  white,  non-Hispanic  women,  2%  of  African- 
American  women,  less  than  1%  of  white,  Hispanic  women,  and  2%  of  women  in  other 
racial/ethnic  categories.  These  women  have  a  mean  age  of  29  years.  Included  in  this 
group  are  those  likely  to  be  living  on  "income  'in  kind,'  savings,  or  gifts,  were  newly 
created  families,  or  families  in  which  the  sole  breadwinner  had  recently  died  or  left  the 
household"  (U.S.  Bureau  of  the  Census  1982,  p.B-18).  Welfare  recipients  are  not 
counted  in  this  group,  as  welfare  payments  are  included  in  family  income. 
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RESULTS 


Description 

I  used  a  difference  of  means  test  or  a  difference  of  proportions  test,  as 
appropriate,  to  make  the  comparisons  between  veterans  and  individuals  in  other  military 
status  categories.  An  alpha  level  of  0.05  was  used  to  test  the  equality  of  the  variances 
(using  an  F-test)  in  the  difference  of  means  test  to  determine  the  appropriate  formula  for 
calculating  the  t-statistic  (Blalock  1979).  I  used  a  two-tailed  t-test  and  set  the  alpha 
level  at  0.05  to  judge  the  statistical  significance  of  the  achieved  differences.  Unless 
otherwise  noted,  all  specific  results  reported  in  this  section  are  significant  at  the  0.05 
level  (at  least). 

The  raciaFethnic  composition  of  my  sample  is  what  one  would  expect  when  the 
data  are  disaggregated  by  military  status  (TABLE  4).  That  is,  Afiican-American  women 
are  overrepresented  in  all  three  groups  with  some  type  of  military  service.  White,  non- 
Hispanic  women  are  underrepresented  in  these  three  groups.  Those  women  who 
reported  that  they  were  white,  Hispanic  or  in  the  "other"  category  made  up  similar 
percentages  across  all  categories  of  military  status. 

Examining  each  raciaFethnic  group  more  closely,  I  will  describe  some  of  the  key 
characteristics  of  each  group,  disaggregating  the  data  by  military  status  and  comparing 
the  characteristics  of  veterans  in  that  raciaFethnic  group  to  those  with  no  military 
service,  active  duty  personnel,  and  individuals  with  service  only  in  the  Guard  or 
Reserves.  The  characteristics  I  have  selected  are  age,  years  of  education,  percent  who 
have  completed  a  bachelor's  degree  or  more,  percent  enrolled  in  school,  years  of  military 
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TABLE  4:  Sample  Population  (Women):  Race/Ethnicity  by  Military  Status  (in  Percents) 
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service,  years  of  potential  civilian  labor  market  experience,  marital  status,  number  of 
children  ever  bom,  percent  who  are  childless,  percent  who  live  with  at  least  one  of  their 
own  children  who  is  under  six  years  old,  employment  status,  approximate  number  of 
hours  worked  in  1989,  percent  of  current  occupation  that  is  male,  percent  of  local  labor 
force  that  is  veteran,  and  percent  of  local  labor  force  that  is  on  active  duty. 

White,  Non-Hispanic  Women 
(TABLE  5) 

On  average,  women  veterans  in  this  group  are  29  years  old.  They  are 
significantly  younger  than  their  non-serving  counterparts  by  1  year  and  older  then  their 
active  duty  counterparts  by  3  years.  There  is  no  significant  difference  in  age  between 
veterans  and  those  with  service  only  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve. 

In  terms  of  education,  veterans  have  only  about  0.2  years  of  education  less  than 
non-serving  individuals.  However,  looking  at  the  percentage  of  individuals  who  have 
completed  at  least  a  Bachelor's  degree,  we  see  a  much  more  substantial  difference.  More 
than  20%  of  non-serving  individuals,  active  duty  personnel,  and  those  with  service  only 
in  the  Guard  or  Reserves  fall  into  this  category,  while  only  about  14%  of  veterans  do. 
While  age  and  time  lost  due  to  military  service  may  account  for  some  of  the  difference 
between  veterans  and  non- serving  individuals  on  this  characteristic,  as  I  will  explain 
below,  the  family  choices  women  veterans  make  following  their  exit  from  the  service 
may  limit  their  ability  to  complete  their  degree.  The  large  percentage  of  Guard/Reserve 
personnel  enrolled  in  school  may  reflect  those  women  in  college  Reserve  Officer 
Training  Corps  (ROTC)  programs,  although  this  cannot  be  discerned  from  these  data. 
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TABLE  5:  Selected  Characteristics  of  White,  Non-Hispanic  Women 
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1  Age  in  years 

Years  of  education 

%  with  B.A.  degree  or  higher 

%  enrolled  in  school 

Years  of  military  service 

Years  of  potential  civ.  experience 

%  married,  not  separated 

%  divorced,  widowed,  separated 

%  single,  never  married 

Number  of  children  ever  born 

%  childless 

%  with  child(ren)  under  6  yrs  old 

%  employed 

%  unemployed 

%  not  in  the  labor  force 

Number  of  hours  worked  in  1989 

%  of  occupation  that  is  male 

%  of  labor  force  that  is  veteran 

%  of  labor  force  on  active  duty 
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Veterans  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  those  with  service  in  Guard/Reserve  only 
At  the  following  levels  of  significance  (two-tailed  t-test):  *  p  <  .05,  **  p  <  .01,  ***  p  <  .001 

In  significant  tests:  shading  =  veteran  value  exceeded  that  of  the  comparison  group;  no  shading  =  value  of  comparison  group  is  greater 


Work  experience,  for  veterans,  can  basically  be  divided  up  into  that  experience 
gained  while  on  active  duty,  as  measured  by  length  of  service,  and  potential  civilian  labor 
market  experience.  While  non-serving  individuals  have  a  definitive  edge  in  potential 
civilian  labor  market  experience,  the  combined  total  experience  (length  of  service  and 
potential  civilian  labor  market  experience)  of  veterans  is  only  about  one  year  less  than 
that  of  non-serving  individuals,  which  can  be  accounted  for  by  the  difference  in  age. 
Active  duty  personnel  and  those  with  service  only  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve  have  less  total 
experience  than  veterans,  but,  again,  this  is  driven  by  age. 

Familial  variables  tell  an  interesting  story  about  the  difference  between  veterans 
and  non-serving  individuals.  They  are  equally  likely  to  be  married,  but  the  percentage  of 
veterans  who  are  divorced,  widowed,  or  separated  is  significantly  greater  than  the 
percentage  of  non-serving  women  who  are  in  a  similar  situation.  In  addition,  veterans 
are  significantly  less  likely  to  be  single,  never  married,  than  any  other  military  status 
group.  In  terms  of  child  bearing,  veterans  have  slightly  fewer  children  than  non-serving 
individuals  (only  0. 1  fewer)  and  are  more  likely  to  have  a  child  under  6  years  old. 

This  pattern  is  significant  in  light  of  the  active  duty  statistics  presented  here  and 
the  previous  discussion  of  Segal's  (1986)  characterization  of  the  military  as  a  greedy 
institution.  While  these  are  not  longitudinal  data,  it  is  likely  to  be  a  safe  assumption  that 
the  veterans  of  this  study  looked  much  like  the  active  duty  personnel  in  this  study  in 
terms  of  familial  variables,  when  they  were  on  active  duty.  That  is,  they  were  much 
more  likely  to  be  single  and  they  most  certainly  had  fewer  children.  However,  after 
getting  out  of  the  service,  these  veterans  appear  to  have  almost  "caught  up"  to  their  non¬ 
serving  counterparts  in  terms  of  marriage  and  procreation. 
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In  fact,  if  one  looks  at  the  percentage  of  individuals  ever  married,  the  number  for 
veterans  exceeds  that  of  non- veterans.  While  veterans  were  investing  time  in  starting 
families  and  having  children,  it  appears  that  non-serving  individuals  may  have  been 
investing  time  in  education  and  finishing  their  degrees.  An  alternative  explanation  is  that 
veterans  did  not  "catch  up"  in  terms  of  marriage  and  procreation  after  leaving  the 
service,  but  left  the  service  because  they  had  young  children  or  got  married  and  were 
having  difficulty  meeting  the  demands  of  both  greedy  institutions  (i.e.,  the  military  and 
the  family).  Both  explanations  may  be  partly  correct,  but  this  cannot  be  tested  using 
these  data. 

Looking  at  individual  labor  force  participation,  white,  non-Hispanic  women 
veterans  are  employed  at  a  significantly  lower  rate  than  non-serving  women  and 
unemployed  at  a  significantly  greater  rate.  Veterans  usually  worked  more  often  than 
their  non- serving  counterparts  and  in  occupations  that  contained  a  higher  proportion  of 
employed  men.  Active  duty  personnel,  on  average,  worked  the  most  during  1989  and  in 
occupations  that  contained  the  highest  percentages  of  employed  males.  The  reason  that 
the  percentage  of  males  in  active  duty  occupations  is  lower  than  what  we  would  expect, 
given  our  knowledge  of  the  gender  composition  of  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces  (i.e.,  women 
make  up  only  about  13%  of  the  active  duty  force  and  are  still  concentrated  in 
traditionally  female  jobs),  is  that  active  duty  personnel,  unless  they  have  a  job  that  is 
unique  to  the  military,  are  coded  by  the  Census  Bureau  according  to  the  civilian 
equivalent  of  their  military  occupation. 

Lastly,  in  examining  the  labor  forces  within  the  labor  markets  in  which  individuals 
live,  we  find  that  women  veterans  tend  to  live  in  areas  with  a  higher  percentage  of 
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veterans  and  active  duty  personnel  in  the  labor  force  than  women  with  no  service.  The 
same  holds  true  when  comparing  veterans  to  women  with  service  only  in  the  Guard  or 
Reserve.  Women  veterans  may  be  more  likely  to  live  in  areas  of  higher  concentrations  of 
active  duty  personnel  because  more  are  probably  married  to  active  duty  husbands 
(although  I  do  not  have  this  information  for  this  sample).  Another  explanation  may  be 
that  women  who  leave  the  service  tend  to  stay  near  the  last  military  installation  at  which 
they  were  stationed  and  find  civilian  employment  there.  Again,  the  limitations  of  these 
data  do  not  allow  me  to  examine  this  possibility. 

African-American  Women 
(TABLE  6) 

African-American  veterans  in  this  sample  are,  on  average,  about  the  same  age  as 
their  non-serving  counterparts  and  significantly  older  than  the  active  duty  personnel  and 
individuals  with  service  only  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve.  As  expected,  then,  total 
experience  of  veterans  and  individuals  with  no  service  is  about  equal,  while  veterans' 
total  experience  is  greater  than  that  of  active  duty  and  Guard/Reserve  personnel. 

Educationally,  African-American  women  veterans,  unlike  white,  non-Hispanic 
veterans,  do  not  differ  significantly  on  any  measure  of  education  from  their  non-serving 
or  active  duty  counterparts.  Again,  however,  there  is  a  large  percentage  of 
Guard/Reserve  personnel  who  are  enrolled  in  school  (significantly  more  than  the 
percentage  of  enrolled  veterans).  It  is  also  noteworthy  that  while  African-American 
veterans  do  not  differ  significantly  (at  the  0.05  level  of  significance)  from  their  white, 
non-Hispanic  veteran  counterparts  in  terms  of  their  years  of  education  or  the  percentage 
who  have  earned  at  least  a  4-year  degree,  African-American  women  with  no  military 
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TABLE  6:  Selected  Characteristics  of  African-American  Women 
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Veterans  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  those  with  service  in  Guard/Reserve  only 
At  the  following  levels  of  significance  (two-tailed  t-test):  *  p  <  .05,  **  p  <  .01,  ***  p  <  .001 

In  significant  tests:  shading  =  veteran  value  exceeded  that  of  the  comparison  group;  no  shading  =  value  of  comparison  group  is  greater 


service,  who  are  on  active  duty,  and  who  have  served  only  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve  are 
significantly  less  likely  to  have  earned  at  least  their  bachelor's  degree  than  their  white, 
non-Hispanic  counterparts. 

Women  veterans  in  this  racial/ethnic  category  are  more  likely  to  be  married  as 
well  as  divorced,  widowed,  or  separated  than  non-serving  women.  Although,  on 
average,  veterans  have  the  same  number  of  children  as  non-serving  individuals,  the 
veterans  are  more  likely  to  have  preschool  children.  This  is  likely  to  reflect  the  delay  in 
childbearing  influenced  by  the  demands  of  military  service. 

Similar  to  white,  non-Hispanic  veterans,  African-American  veterans  experience 
unemployment  more  frequently  than  those  without  military  service.  Unlike  white,  non- 
Hispanic  veterans,  though,  these  women  did  not  differ  significantly  from  their  non¬ 
serving  counterparts  in  terms  of  the  time  spent  at  work  in  1989  or  in  the  percentage  of 
males  employed  in  their  occupations. 

Looking  at  the  percentage  of  veterans  and  active  duty  personnel  in  the  labor 
force  in  each  LMA,  veterans  again  tend  to  live  in  areas  with  a  higher  percentage  of 
veterans  and  active  duty  personnel  in  the  labor  force  than  individuals  with  no  service.  As 
with  other  groups  of  women  veterans,  this  may  reflect  the  marriage  patterns  of  these 
women  or  their  tendency  to  remain  in  the  area  of  their  last  military  station. 

White,  Hispanic  Women 
(TABLE  7) 

In  statistical  tests  requiring  the  assumption  of  normality,  the  assumption  of 
normality  may  almost  always  be  relaxed  with  sample  sizes  greater  than  or  equal  to  100 
and,  with  some  caution,  with  sample  sizes  greater  than  or  equal  to  50  (Blalock  1979). 
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TABLE  7:  Selected  Characteristics  of  White,  Hispanic  Women 
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Veterans  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  those  with  service  in  Guard/Reserve  only 
At  the  following  levels  of  significance  (two-tailed  t-test):  *  p  <  .05,  **  p  <  .01,  ***  p  <  .001 

In  significant  tests:  shading  =  veteran  value  exceeded  that  of  the  comparison  group;  no  shading  =  value  of  comparison  group  is  greater 


However,  the  opposite  is  true  when  the  sample  size  is  less  than  or  equal  to  30  (Blalock 
1979).  Because  of  the  small  numbers  of  active  duty  and  Guard/Reserve  respondents 
remaining  in  the  sample  who  are  white,  Hispanic  or  from  "other"  racial/ethnic  groups 
(i.e.,  not  white,  non-Hispanic  and  not  African  American)  (N  <  30),  these  groups  will  not 
be  compared  to  their  respective  veteran  counterparts  or  included  in  further  analysis. 

White,  Hispanic  women  veterans  are  significantly  younger  than  their  non-serving 
counterparts  by  1 .4  years.  Thus,  veterans'  total  experience  is  also  slightly  less  than  that 
of  individuals  with  no  military  service.  White,  Hispanic  veterans  did  not  differ 
significantly  from  the  non-serving  women  on  any  of  the  education  characteristics,  but  the 
direction  of  the  differences  was  similar  to  that  experienced  by  other  racial/ethnic  groups. 

In  terms  of  familial  variables,  the  veteran  group,  like  the  two  racial/ethnic  groups 
already  described,  was  significantly  less  likely  to  be  single,  never  married  than  the  non¬ 
serving  women  and,  on  average,  were  more  likely  to  have  a  child  under  age  6. 
Unemployment  plagued  women  veterans  in  this  racial/ethnic  category  as  it  did  the  other 
groups.  The  white,  Hispanic  veterans'  unemployment  rate  was  more  than  double  that  of 
non-serving  individuals.  The  only  other  characteristic  that  was  significant  in  this  group 
was  that  veterans  tend  to  five  in  areas  with  a  higher  concentration  of  veterans.  Although 
differences  in  other  characteristics  are  notable,  they  did  not  reach  statistical  significance 
due  to  the  small  number  of  veterans  in  this  group. 

Women  of  Other  Race/Ethnicity 
(TABLE  8) 

Those  women  whom  I  have  classified  in  the  "other"  racial/ethnic  category  are 
those  women  who  are  not  white  nor  black  (e.g.,  Asian  and  Native  American).  While 
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TABLE  8:  Selected  Characteristics  of  Women  of  Other  Race/Ethnicity 
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Veterans  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  those  with  service  in  Guard/Reserve  only 
At  the  following  levels  of  significance  (two-tailed  t-test):  *  p  <  .05,  **  p  <  .01,  ***  p  <  .001 

In  significant  tests:  shading  =  veteran  value  exceeded  that  of  the  comparison  group;  no  shading  =  value  of  comparison  group  is  greater 


combining  these  ethnic  groups  makes  little  theoretical  sense,  it  was  necessary  because  of 
the  small  numbers  in  these  groups.  It  is  also  interesting  to  see  that  their  patterns  do  not 
differ  much  from  those  of  the  other  racial/ethnic  groups.  Veterans  in  this  group  were 
almost  equally  aged,  educated,  and  experienced  as  non-serving  individuals.  They 
(veterans)  were,  however,  more  likely  to  be  divorced  and  to  have  a  child  under  6  years 
old  than  individuals  with  no  military  service.  Veterans  were  also  less  likely  to  have  had 
no  children  than  their  non-serving  counterparts.  Like  other  racial/ethnic  groups,  "other" 
women  veterans  were  disadvantaged  in  terms  of  their  unemployment  rate.  V eterans 
also,  on  average,  are  employed  in  occupations  with  higher  concentrations  of  male 
employees  and  live  in  areas  with  a  higher  percentage  of  veterans  and  active  duty 
personnel  in  the  labor  force. 

Comparison  of  Dependent  Measures 

A  difference  of  means  test  was  used  to  make  comparisons  between  the  earnings 
and  family  income  of  veterans  and  individuals  in  other  military  status  categories.  An 
alpha  level  of  0.05  was  used  to  test  the  equality  of  the  variances  (using  an  F-test)  in  the 
difference  of  means  test  to  determine  the  appropriate  formula  for  calculating  the  t- 
statistic  (Blalock  1979).  I  used  a  two-tailed  t-test  and  set  the  alpha  level  at  0.05  to  judge 
the  statistical  significance  of  the  achieved  differences.  Unless  otherwise  noted,  all 
specific  results  reported  in  this  section  are  significant  at  the  0.05  level  (at  least). 

Because  of  the  smaller  departure  from  normality  of  the  distribution  of  the  natural 
logarithm  of  the  dependent  variables  (compared  to  the  distribution  of  the  non- 
transformed  variables),  I  have  primarily  reported  and  based  my  conclusions  on  the 
differences  between  the  means  of  the  transformed  variables  and  their  associated  tests  of 
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significance  in  the  text  of  this  paper,  although  both  transformed  and  non-transformed 
variables  are  presented  in  the  tables.  If  a  difference  in  a  transformed  variable  is 
statistically  significant,  the  difference  for  the  non-transformed  variable,  if  also  significant, 
is  reported  in  parentheses  after  the  difference  in  the  transformed  variable.  The 
differences  between  the  logarithmically  transformed  dependent  variables  of  veterans  and 
those  of  the  other  military  status  groups  are  converted  to  the  approximate  percentage 
difference  in  the  dependent  variables  between  veterans  and  the  other  comparison  groups 
by  using  the  following  formula  (Mehay  and  Hirsch  1996,  p.205;  Thornton  and  Innes 
1989,  p.444): 

Percentage  Differential  =  [EXP(Logarithmic  Differential)  -  1]  x  100 
Earnings  of  Women  by  Race/Ethnicity 

Looking  at  earnings  when  the  data  are  disaggregated  by  race/ethnicity  and 
military  status  (TABLE  9),  there  is  only  one  statistically  significant  difference  in  the 
natural  logarithm  of  earnings  within  any  racial/ethnic  group  when  comparing  women 
veterans  to  those  women  with  no  military  service,  those  on  active  duty,  and  those  with 
service  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve  only.  This  difference  is  between  white,  non-Hispanic 
veterans  and  their  active  duty  counterparts  in  the  logarithm  of  earnings,  with  about  a 
1 8%  earnings  disadvantage  going  to  the  veterans. 

For  the  purpose  of  comparison,  male  white,  non-Hispanic  veterans  receive  an 
11%  ($4153)  earnings  penalty  relative  to  their  non-serving  counterparts,  a  23%  ($5040) 
earnings  premium  over  similar  active  duty  personnel,  and  an  1 1%  ($3513)  earnings 
penalty  in  comparison  to  those  with  service  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve  only.  African- 
American  male  veterans,  however,  receive  an  8%  earnings  advantage  over  similar 
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TABLE  9:  Earnings  of  Women  by  Race/Ethnicity 
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non-serving  men  and  a  18%  ($3865)  advantage  over  active  duty  personnel.  While  white, 
Hispanic  veterans  did  not  differ  significantly  from  their  non-serving  counterparts  (in 
terms  of  the  natural  logarithm  of  earnings),  they  did  receive  a  37%  ($5639)  advantage 
over  similar  men  on  active  duty.  Those  classified  in  the  "other"  race/ethmcity  category 
also  did  not  differ  significantly  from  similar  individuals  with  no  military  service,  but 
earned  a  14%  ($4629)  premium  over  their  active  duty  counterparts. 

In  order  to  examine  earnings  differences  more  fully,  I  examined  each  racial/ethnic 
group  of  women  individually,  comparing  the  mean  earnings  of  veterans  with  other 
military  status  groups  within  categories  for  age,  education,  marital  status,  number  of 
children  ever  bom,  work  status,  percentage  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is  veteran,  and 
percentage  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is  on  active  duty. 

Earnings  of  White,  Non-Hispanic  Women 
(TABLES  10-13) 

Women  veterans  in  this  racial/ethnic  group  differed  significantly  from  non-serving 
individuals  in  each  age  category.  Younger  veterans  (<  25)  had  about  a  16%  earnings 
advantage  over  those  with  no  service,  based  on  the  difference  in  the  transformed 
earnings  variable.  This  veteran  advantage,  however  is  replaced  by  a  veteran 
disadvantage  in  the  middle  age  group  (26-32)  of  about  9%  ($1258).  The  direction  of  the 
relationship  switches  again  in  the  older  age  group,  where  veterans  earned,  on  average,  a 
17%  ($3145)  premium  over  similarly  aged  non-serving  individuals.  White,  non-Hispanic 
veterans  across  all  age  groups  earned  significantly  less  than  their  active  duty 
counterparts.  The  difference  ranges  from  a  20%  earnings  penalty  for  the  youngest 
veterans  to  a  37%  ($4097)  earnings  penalty  for  the  oldest.  Only  the  youngest  group  of 
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TABLE  10:  Earnings  of  White,  Non-Hispanic  Women  by  Age  and  Education 
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Significantly  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  individuals  who  served  in  Guard/Reserves  only 
At  the  following  levels  of  significance  (two-tailed  t-test):  *  p  <  .05,  **  p  <  .01,  ***  p  <  .001 

In  significant  tests:  shading  =  veteran  value  exceeded  that  of  the  comparison  group;  no  shading  =  value  of  comparison  group  is  greater 


TABLE  1 1 :  Earnings  of  White,  Non-Hispanic  Women  by  Marital  Status  and  Children  Ever  Born 
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Includes  divorced,  separated,  and  widowed  individuals 


TABLE  12:  Earnings  of  White,  Non-Hispanic  Women  by  Work  Status 
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TABLE  13:  Earnings  of  White,  Non-Hispanic  Women  by  Percentage  of  Labor  Force  that  is  Veteran  and  Active  Duty 
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Significantly  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  individuals  who  served  in  Guard/Reserves  only 
At  the  following  levels  of  significance(two-tailed  t-test):  *  p  <  .05,  **  p  <  .01,  ***  p  <  .001 

In  significant  tests:  shading  =  veteran  value  exceeded  that  of  the  comparison  group;  no  shading  =  value  of  comparison  group  is  greater 


veterans  experience  any  significant  earnings  difference  from  those  with  service  only  in 
the  Guard  and  Reserve.  This  difference  is  about  a  29%  ($1874)  veteran  premium. 

When  the  data  were  disaggregated  by  education,  there  were  no  significant 
differences  between  white,  non-Hispanic  veterans  and  non-serving  individuals. 

However,  those  veterans  with  some  college  and  those  with  at  least  a  bachelor's  degree 
again  had  an  earnings  penalty  relative  to  their  active  duty  counterparts,  18%  and  29% 
($1078),  respectively.  A  significant  veteran  earnings  advantage  in  comparison  to  those 
who  have  served  only  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve  was  also  detected  for  those  with  some 
college. 

With  respect  to  marital  status,  single  (never  married)  veterans  hold  a  20% 
earnings  advantage  over  their  non-serving  counterparts,  while  those  who  are  married  or 
divorced,  separated,  or  widowed  have  no  significant  earnings  differences  with  non¬ 
serving  women.  An  active  duty  advantage  over  those  veterans  of  similar  marital  status  is 
seen  in  those  who  are  married  and  those  who  are  divorced,  separated,  or  widowed. 
Veterans  have  an  earnings  advantage  over  Guard/Reserve  personnel  in  the  single,  never 
married  categoiy. 

Veterans  who  have  never  had  a  child  earn  a  16%  premium  over  their  non-serving 
counterparts  and  a  26%  premium  over  those  with  service  only  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve 
who  have  never  had  a  child.  No  differences  were  detected  between  these  two  groups  for 
veterans  having  1-2  or  3  or  more  children.  However,  when  comparing  veterans  with 
active  duty  personnel,  there  is  a  significant  and  substantial  earnings  penalty  for  veterans 
having  1-2  children  [34%  ($3068)]  and  those  having  3  or  more  children  (57%).  Where 
increasing  numbers  of  children  have  a  negative  impact  on  veterans'  earnings,  each 
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increasing  category  of  children  ever  bom  shows  an  increase  in  ln(earnings)  for  active 
duty  personnel.  This  pattern  is  likely  to  be  the  result  of  the  extra  money  which  military 
members  earn  for  additional  dependents  and  the  likelihood  that  those  with  more  children 
are  likely  to  be  older  and  of  higher  rank  than  those  with  fewer  children. 

Looking  at  the  means  by  an  individual's  work  status,  that  is,  whether  they  did  not 
work  last  year,  worked  only  part  time  or  part  of  the  year,  or  worked  full  time,  year 
round,  no  difference  in  earnings  is  found  between  veterans  and  those  with  no  service. 
Those  veterans  who  only  worked  part  time  or  part  of  the  year  had  a  30%  ($2173) 
earnings  penalty  relative  to  active  duty  personnel  with  the  same  work  status  (e.g.,  those 
who  were  unemployed,  but  joined  the  military  with  less  than  50  weeks  remaining  in 
1989).  However,  when  those  women  who  worked  full  time  and  year  round  in  1989  are 
examined,  we  actually  see  a  veteran's  earnings  advantage  of  10%  ($2378)  relative  to 
active  duty  personnel. 

The  military  characteristics  of  the  local  labor  markets  (i.e.,  percent  of  labor  force 
that  is  veteran  and  percent  of  labor  force  that  is  on  active  duty)  provide  another  way  for 
the  data  to  be  disaggregated.  No  differences  are  found  between  the  earnings  of  veterans 
and  non-serving  individuals  or  Guard/Reserve  personnel  on  any  category  of  these 
variables.  Veterans,  however,  receive  an  earnings  penalty  relative  to  active  duty 
personnel  across  all  categories  of  the  percentage  of  labor  force  that  is  veteran  and  all  but 
the  middle  category  of  the  percentage  of  the  labor  force  that  is  on  active  duty. 

What  is  more  interesting,  however,  are  the  trends  across  the  categories  of  these 
variables  within  the  veteran  and  non-serving  groups  (the  trends  noted  within  one  military 
status  category  between  different  concentrations  of  veterans  and  active  duty  personnel 
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have  not  been  tested  for  statistical  significance).  While  the  mean  earnings  of  white,  non- 
Hispanic  veterans  appears  to  drop  only  slightly  across  the  three  levels  of  the  percentage 
of  the  labor  force  that  is  veteran,  the  decrease  in  earnings  for  non-serving  individuals  is 
much  more  drastic.  The  trends  are  somewhat  different  when  the  data  are  disaggregated 
by  the  percentage  of  the  labor  force  that  is  on  active  duty.  In  the  veteran  group,  earnings 
rise  from  the  lowest  to  the  middle  category  and  then  fall  in  the  category  with  the  highest 
concentration  of  active  duty  personnel  in  the  labor  force.  Similarly,  within  the  non¬ 
serving  individual  category,  earnings  rise  from  the  lowest  to  the  middle  category  and 
then  fall  from  the  middle  to  the  highest  category. 

Earnings  of  African-American  Women 
(TABLES  14-17) 

Even  when  the  data  are  disaggregated  by  age,  African-American  veterans  (unlike 
white,  Non-Hispanic  veterans)  do  not  differ  significantly  from  those  with  no  service  in 
terms  of  their  earnings.  However,  in  the  middle  and  upper  age  groups,  veterans 
experience  an  earnings  penalty  relative  to  active  duty  personnel  of  26%  ($2884)  and 
34%,  respectively. 

Within  educational  categories,  no  difference  in  earnings  proved  to  be  significant. 
However,  this  is  not  true  with  respect  to  marital  status.  African-American  women 
veterans  who  were  single,  never  married,  earned  a  46%  premium  over  similar  non¬ 
serving  individuals  and  a  63%  ($5381)  premium  over  similar  women  on  active  duty. 
Married  women  veterans  have  a  26%  earnings  disadvantage  relative  to  their  active  duty 
counterparts.  Looking  at  the  other  familial  variable  by  which  I  disaggregated  data  in  this 
section,  the  number  of  children  ever  born,  the  only  significant  difference  that  is  present  is 
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TABLE  14:  Earnings  of  African-American  Women  by  Age  and  Education 
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Significantly  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  individuals  who  served  in  Guard/Reserves  only 
At  the  following  levels  of  significance(two-tailed  t-test):  *  p  <  .05,  **  p  <  .01,  ***  p  <  .001 

In  significant  tests:  shading  =  veteran  value  exceeded  that  of  the  comparison  group;  no  shading  =  value  of  comparison  group  is  greater 


TABLE  15:  Earnings  of  African- American  Women  by  Marital  Status  and  Children  Ever  Bom 
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Includes  divorced,  separated,  and  widowed  individuals 


TABLE  16:  Earnings  of  African-American  Women  by  Work  Status 
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TABLE  17:  Earnings  of  African-American  Women  by  Percentage  of  Labor  Force  that  is  Veteran  and  Active  Duty _ 

|  "]  Veteran  |  |  Non-Serving  |  Active  Duty  |  Guard 
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between  veterans  who  have  had  1  or  2  children  and  similar  Guard/Reserve  personnel.  In 
this  case,  veterans  suffer  a  30%  ($4944)  earnings  penalty. 

Disaggregating  the  data  by  work  status  produced  no  statistical  difference  in 
earnings  between  veterans  and  those  with  no  military  service  across  all  categories.  The 
only  difference  that  was  significant  was  between  veteran  full-time,  year-round  workers 
and  their  counterparts  with  service  only  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve.  Veterans  received  a 
24%  ($5008)  penalty. 

The  military  composition  of  an  individual's  LMA  labor  force  appears  to  operate 
somewhat  differently  for  African  Americans  than  it  did  for  white,  non-Hispanics  (as  with 
white,  non-Hispanics,  though,  the  trends  noted  within  one  military  status  category 
between  different  concentrations  of  veterans  and  active  duty  personnel  have  not  been 
tested  for  statistical  significance).  While  African-American  veterans  appear  to 
experience  a  slight  decline  in  earnings  moving  from  labor  markets  with  the  lowest 
concentration  of  veterans  in  the  labor  force  to  those  labor  markets  in  the  middle 
category,  those  living  in  areas  with  the  highest  concentrations  of  veterans  in  the  labor 
force  seem  to  experience  an  earnings  premium  over  those  living  in  a  labor  market  that 
falls  into  the  middle  category.  In  these  areas  of  high  veteran  concentration,  veterans 
experience  a  55%  earnings  premium  over  non-serving  individuals  living  in  similar  areas. 
The  pattern  for  non-serving  individuals  involves  a  slight  decrease  in  earnings  from  the 
areas  of  the  lowest  veteran  concentration  to  the  middle  category  and  a  more  significant 
drop  when  moving  from  the  middle  category  to  areas  of  highest  veteran  concentration. 

The  trends  when  the  data  are  disaggregated  by  the  percentage  of  LMA  labor 
force  that  are  on  active  duty  are  similar  to  those  observed  for  white,  non-Hispanic 
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veteran  and  non-serving  women.  That  is,  a  slight  rise  in  earnings  moving  from  the  low 
to  the  middle  category  and  then  a  drop  in  earnings  when  moving  to  the  areas  with  the 
highest  concentrations  of  active  duty  personnel  in  the  labor  force.  There  were  no 
significant  differences  between  veterans'  earnings  and  those  of  any  other  military  status 
group  within  these  categories. 

Earnings  of  White,  Hispanic  Women  and  Women  of  Other  Race/Ethmcity 
(TABLES  18-21  and  22-25) 

When  the  data  were  disaggregated  in  a  similar  manner  for  these  two  racial/ethnic 
groups,  none  of  the  comparisons,  judging  by  the  natural  logarithm  of  earnings,  turned 
out  to  be  significant.  This  was  likely  because  of  the  small  number  of  veterans  in  these 


two  groups. 


TABLE  18:  Earnings  of  White,  Hispanic  Women  by  Age  and  Education _ 

|  Veteran  |  Non-Serving 


d> 

§ 

o 

£ 

,hj) 

o 

53 

GO 

<+H 

<L> 

o 

0) 

t/3 

C/3 

t/3 

D 

H 

NO 

co 

CO 

O 

CN 

tn 

tn 

(N 

CN 

On 

O 

fn 

N- 

co 

OO 

NO 

00 

NO 

o 

O 

ON 

d 

r-H 

r- 

; 

co 

r-H  : 

o 

or 

■*— H 

On 

(N 

co 

r—l 

<N 

on 

co 

r-H 

CN: 

r-H  ' 

On 

co 

ON 

NO 

r“H 

On 

C/3 

C/3 

C/3 

op 

op 

Op 

r/3 

.iii 

c/) 

173 

.b 

173 

.Ej 

a 

C/3 

£ 

OX) 

cd 

W 

£> 

CN 

co 

g) 

cd 

W 

t/3 

& 

ou 

w 

.2 

o 

I/O 

cd 

a 

, 

cd 

cl 

co 

cd 

a 

3 

CN 

W 

NO 

W 

CO 

W 

V! 

CN 

Al 

c/3  <D 
OX)  OX) 
g  o 

•H  ^  c/3 

g  O  60 
cd  O  .5 

w  0  g 

£  g  cd 

o  w 

GO 


97 


Significantly  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  individuals  who  served  in  Guard/Reserves  only 
At  the  following  levels  of  significance(two-tailed  t-test):  *  p  <  .05,  **  p  <  .01,  ***  p  <  .001 

In  significant  tests:  shading  =  veteran  value  exceeded  that  of  the  comparison  group;  no  shading  =  value  of  comparison  group  is  greater 


TABLE  19:  Earnings  of  White,  Hispanic  Women  by  Marital  Status  and  Children  Ever  Bom 
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Includes  divorced,  separated,  and  widowed  individuals 


TABLE  20:  Earnings  of  White,  Hispanic  Women  by  Work  Status 
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Significantly  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  individuals  who  served  in  Guard/Reserves  only 
At  the  following  levels  of  significance(two-tailed  t-test):  *  p  <  .05,  **  p  <  .01,  ***  p  <  .001 

In  significant  tests:  shading  =  veteran  value  exceeded  that  of  the  comparison  group;  no  shading  =  value  of  comparison  group  is  greater 


TABLE  22:  Earnings  of  Women  of  Other  Race/Ethnicity  by  Age  and  Education 
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Significantly  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  individuals  who  served  in  Guard/Reserves  only 
At  the  following  levels  of  significance(two -tailed  t-test):  *  p  <  .05,  **  p  <  .01,  ***  p  <  .001 

In  significant  tests:  shading  =  veteran  value  exceeded  that  of  the  comparison  group;  no  shading  =  value  of  comparison  group  is  greater 


TABLE  23:  Earnings  of  Women  of  Other  Race/Ethnicity  by  Marital  Status  and  Children  Ever  Born 
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Includes  divorced,  separated,  and  widowed  individuals 


TABLE  24:  Earnings  of  Women  of  Other  Race/Ethnicity  by  Work  Status 
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TABLE  25:  Earnings  of  Women  of  Other  Race/Ethnicity  by  Percentage  of  Labor  Force  that  is  Veteran  and  Active  Duty 
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Significantly  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  individuals  who  served  in  Guard/Reserves  only 
At  the  following  levels  of  significance(two-tailed  t-test):  *  p  <  .05,  **  p  <  .01,  ***  p  <  .001 

In  significant  tests:  shading  =  veteran  value  exceeded  that  of  the  comparison  group;  no  shading  =  value  of  comparison  group  is  greater 


Family  Income  of  Women  by  Race/Ethnicity 

Looking  at  family  income  when  the  data  are  disaggregated  by  race/ethnicity  and 
military  status  (TABLE  26),  white,  non-Hispanic  women  veterans  have  an  overall 
income  disadvantage  of  about  1 5%  ($6227)  relative  to  similar  non-serving  individuals 
(note  that,  overall,  a  significant  earnings  differential  was  not  found  between  these 
groups)  and  a  14%  income  disadvantage  relative  to  active  duty  personnel  (4%  less  than 
the  earnings  disadvantage  of  white,  non-Hispanic  women  veterans  relative  to  similar 
active  duty  women).  African-American  women  veterans,  while  not  differing  significantly 
from  their  non-serving  counterparts  in  terms  of  their  family  income  (as  they  did  not  differ 
in  terms  of  earnings),  were  at  a  disadvantage  (17%)  relative  to  similar  women  on  active 
duty.  Those  classified  in  the  "other"  raciaFethnic  category  also  have  a  family  income 
disadvantage  relative  to  active  duty  personnel  of  about  30%  (a  group  which  they  did  not 
differ  significantly  from  in  terms  of  earnings).  White,  Hispanic  veterans  did  not  differ 
significantly  from  their  counterparts  in  the  other  military  status  categories  in  terms  of 
their  family  income. 

Again,  for  the  purpose  of  comparison,  I  will  present  the  results  of  similar  family 
income  comparisons  made  for  male  veterans.  White,  non-Hispanic  male  veterans  were  at 
a  significant  disadvantage  of  about  15%  ($6808)  compared  to  similar  non-serving  men, 
showed  an  8%  ($4871)  advantage  over  similar  active  duty  personnel,  and  were  at  a  13% 
($4740)  disadvantage  relative  to  their  counterparts  with  service  only  in  the  Guard  or 
Reserve.  African-American  and  white,  Hispanic  male  veterans  did  not  differ  significantly 
from  their  non-serving,  active  duty,  or  Guard/Reserve  counterparts  in  terms  of  their 
family  income.  Those  men  classified  into  the  "other"  category  had  a  8%  ($4871)  family 
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TABLE  26:  Family  Income  of  Women  by  Race/Ethnicity 
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income  disadvantage  relative  to  their  non-serving  counterparts  and  a  13%  ($6935) 
advantage  compared  to  similar  active  duty  personnel. 

In  order  to  examine  family  income  differences  more  fully,  I  examined  each 
racial/ethnic  group  of  women  separately,  comparing  the  mean  income  of  women  veterans 
with  other  military  status  groups  within  categories  for  age,  education,  marital  status, 
number  of  children  ever  born,  work  status,  percentage  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
veteran,  and  percentage  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is  on  active  duty. 

Family  Income  of  White,  Non-Hispanic  Women 
(TABLES  27-30) 

No  matter  how  the  data  were  disaggregated,  the  veteran  family  income 
disadvantage  relative  to  those  with  no  military  service  was  almost  always  significant, 
ranging  from  8%  ($5680)  (women  who  have  never  had  a  child)  to  21%  ($8965)  (women 
who  did  not  work  in  1989).  The  only  exceptions  to  this  finding  were  that  the  youngest 
group  of  veterans  (who  have  an  earnings  advantage  over  their  non-serving  counterparts), 
divorced,  widowed,  or  separated  veterans,  and  those  veterans  living  in  areas  with  the 
highest  concentrations  of  active  duty  personnel  did  not  differ  significantly  from  similar 
non-serving  individuals  on  the  transformed  measure  of  family  income.  However,  looking 
at  the  mean  of  the  non-transformed  variable  for  the  youngest  veterans  and  those  veterans 
living  in  areas  with  the  highest  concentrations  of  active  duty  personnel,  a  significant 
veteran  disadvantage  can  still  be  seen.  These  disadvantages  contrast  with  the  relatively 
few  (and  mostly  favorable)  differences  found  in  the  earnings  comparisons  between  white, 
non-Hispanic  women  veterans  and  their  non-serving  counterparts. 
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TABLE  27:  Family  Income  of  White,  Non-Hispanic  Women  by  Age  and  Education 
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Significantly  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  individuals  who  served  in  Guard/Reserves  only 
At  the  following  levels  of  significance(two-tailed  t-test):  *  p  <  .05,  **  p  <  .01,  ***  p  <  .001 

In  significant  tests:  shading  =  veteran  value  exceeded  that  of  the  comparison  group;  no  shading  =  value  of  comparison  group  is  greater 


TABLE  28:  Family  Income  of  White,  Non-Hispanic  Women  by  Marital  Status  and  Children  Ever  Born 
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Includes  divorced,  separated,  and  widowed  individuals 


TABLE  29:  Family  Income  of  White,  Non-Hispanic  Women  by  Work  Status 
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TABLE  30:  Family  Income  of  White,  Non-Hispanic  Women  by  Percentage  of  Labor  Force  that  is  Veteran  and  Active  Duty 
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Significantly  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  individuals  who  served  in  Guard/Reserves  only 
At  the  following  levels  of  significance(two-tailed  t-test):  *  p  <  .05,  **  p  <  .01,  ***  p  <  .001 

In  significant  tests:  shading  =  veteran  value  exceeded  that  of  the  comparison  group;  no  shading  =  value  of  comparison  group  is  greater 


Although  the  patterns  are  not  nearly  as  consistent,  white,  non-Hispanic  women 
veterans  also  differed  from  active  duty  and  Guard  personnel  in  terms  of  family  income. 
With  respect  to  age,  all  but  the  youngest  veterans  experienced  a  family  income  penalty 
relative  to  their  active  duty  counterparts  (compared  to  the  earlier  finding  that  all  age 
groups  of  veterans  suffered  an  earnings  penalty).  In  addition,  veterans  with  only  a  high 
school  diploma  or  GED  were  also  at  a  disadvantage  relative  to  those  on  active  duty, 
even  though  earlier  analysis  of  earnings  differences  did  not  show  this  group  to  be 
disadvantaged.  Those  veterans  who  were  married  also  suffered  a  family  income  penalty 
of  12%  relative  to  both  active  duty  and  Guard/Reserve  personnel.  Additionally,  those 
women  veterans  who  had  one  or  two  children  had  a  19%  family  income  disadvantage  in 
comparison  to  similar  active  duty  personnel  while  those  with  3  or  more  children  had  a 
24%  disadvantage  (smaller  disadvantages  than  were  detected  in  the  earnings 
comparisons).  Full-time,  year-round  veteran  workers  had  an  1 1%  family  income  penalty 
in  comparison  to  their  counterparts  with  service  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve  only.  Overall, 
it  is  interesting  to  note  that  every  significant  difference  in  every  category  across  all 
military  status  groups  resulted  in  a  family  income  penalty  for  white,  non-Hispanic 
veterans. 

The  trends  across  the  military  characteristics  of  the  LMA  labor  forces  appear  to 
show  patterns  for  veterans  and  those  with  no  service  similar  to  those  reported  for 
earnings  (again,  the  trends  noted  within  one  military  status  category  between  different 
concentrations  of  veterans  and  active  duty  personnel  have  not  been  tested  for  statistical 
significance).  Going  from  the  category  containing  the  LMAs  with  the  smallest 
proportion  of  veterans  in  the  labor  force  to  that  containing  the  LMAs  with  the  largest, 
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the  family  income  of  veterans  and  non-serving  individuals.  When  considering  the 
percentage  of  the  LMA  labor  force  that  is  on  active  duty,  we  again  find  an  inverted  'V' 
pattern.  When  comparing  those  living  in  areas  in  the  middle  range  of  active  duty 
concentration  to  those  living  in  areas  of  low  active  duty  concentration,  there  is  an 
advantage  for  veterans  and  for  non-serving  individuals  living  in  areas  in  the  middle  range. 
Comparing  those  living  with  the  highest  concentrations  of  active  duty  personnel  in  the 
labor  force  to  those  living  in  areas  that  fall  into  the  middle  range,  we  find  that  veterans  in 
the  areas  of  high  concentration  suffer  an  income  penalty  and  non-serving  women  are  at  a 
disadvantage  relative  to  those  living  in  areas  that  fall  within  the  middle  range  of  active 
duty  concentrations. 

Family  Income  of  African-American  Women 
(TABLES  31-34) 

As  with  earnings,  veterans  in  this  racial/ethnic  group  experienced  few  significant 
differences  in  family  income  from  like  individuals  in  other  military  status  groups 
compared  to  the  number  that  white,  non-Hispanic  veterans  experienced.  For  the  three 
age  categories,  marital  status,  and  work  status,  only  the  difference  between  26-32  year 
old  veterans  and  their  active  duty  counterparts  reached  statistical  significance  (with  a 
23%  family  income  penalty  for  veterans,  similar  to  the  26%  earnings  penalty  veterans  in 
this  age  group  experienced).  However,  looking  at  education,  those  veterans  who  are  in 
the  lowest  category,  having  only  their  high  school  diploma  or  GED,  had  a  27%  family 
income  advantage  over  similar  non-serving  individuals.  Results  of  earlier  analysis  show 
that  veterans  in  this  educational  category  were  not  advantaged  in  terms  of  earnings 
relative  to  similar  non-serving  women.  Those  veterans  with  some  college  were 
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TABLE  3 1 :  Family  Income  of  African-American  Women  by  Age  and  Education 
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Significantly  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  individuals  who  served  in  Guard/Reserves  only 
At  the  following  levels  of  significance(two-tailed  t-test):  *  p  <  .05,  **p<.01,***p<.001 

In  significant  tests:  shading  =  veteran  value  exceeded  that  of  the  comparison  group;  no  shading  =  value  of  comparison  group  is  greater 


TABLE  32:  Family  Income  of  African-American  Women  by  Marital  Status  and  Children  Ever  Born 
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Includes  divorced,  separated,  and  widowed  individuals 


TABLE  33:  Family  Income  of  African-American  Women  by  Work  Status 


Guard 

RBSI 

3 

(N 

r- 

(N 

1-H 

CN 

0.958 

20170 

NO 

ON 

o 

1 

18679 

0.579 

Significantly  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  individuals  who  served  in  Guard/Reserves  only 

■ 

tn 

t> 

in 

ON 

r— H 

24004 

9.747 

(N 

in 

CN 

NO 

On 

CN 

o 

1—H 

% 

m 

r-H 

Active  Duty 

Std 

Dev 

14417 

OO 

^d- 

NO 

© 

Mean 

25611 

9.975 

^d- 

o 

m 

ON 

(N 

% 

o 

O 

d" 

r— H 

99 

99 

Non-Serving 

Std 

Dev 

m 

m 

00 

00 

y—< 

1.274 

22047 

1.081 

m 

m 

NO 

m 

CN 

0.670 

Mean 

o 

m 

m 

r- 

Z9V6 

OO 

<N 

ON 

m 

r— i 

m 

CN 

© 

£ 

2680 

2680 

r- 

NO 

NO 

m 

r- 

NO 

NO 

m 

5592 

CN 

ON 

m 

m 

Tests  of  Significance 
(see  below) 

1 

1 

i 

i 

1 

1 

i 

1 

1 

Veteran 

21757 

24826 

0.683 

B 

in 

OO 

<N 

<N 

<N 

9ZV6 

23478 

9.769 

32268 

© 

% 

NO 

m 

NO 

m 

1 

Work  Status 

CO 

<3 

% 

1 

d 

o 

F  Income 

§ 

o 

s 

HH 

Ph 

d 

cd 

>> 

g 

i 

Ph 

F  Income 

Ln  F  Income 

|ftyr 

1 

O 

o 

d 

M 

pH 

1 

o 

8 

h*H 

PP 

3 

(3 

td 

CD 


2 

bfi 

d 

J 

c3 


o 

o 

<+h 

O 

CD 

cd 

> 

ii 

.if 

§  2 

H  CO 

vi  g 
_  c 

Ph  >  «\ 

*  gn 

*  s 

*  8 

_r  bo 


o 

VI 


d 

o 

CO 


a,  cd 


* 

* 


i 

o 

o 


in 

^  JB 

VI  * 

o  ^ 
^  O 

*  4-> 

*  '  S 

/->  rd 


.2P  " 

*C0  Dp 
<+h  d 

°  f 

CO  Cd 

g  ’§3 

a>  1 


§ 

o 


£  a 

^  s 


ON 

00 

On 


CD 

I 

?3 

a 

CO 

r-H 

d 

jp 


'O 

CD 

?-H 

o 


cd 

So 

d 

o 

ON 

OO 

ON 


.3 

CO 

I 


♦'d 

‘cD 

CD 

O 


CD 

O 


d 

o 

£ 


ON 

00 

ON 

ON 

00 

i-H 

ON 

d 

l-H 

.d 

.3 

CD 

P 

<D 

£ 

CD 

Vh 

£ 

CD 

Vh 

04 

CD 

GO 

Ph 

d 

CD 

’r-H 

o 

o 

d 

d- 

« 

ro 

o 

i 

CO 

i 

H 

d 

Td 

o 

CD 

P4 

.d 

?h 

in 

O 

cn 

£ 

t 

d 

CO 

<D 

* 

i 

d 

f-H 

o 

cd 

ON 

d 

Xjy 

00 

ON 

d 

Td 

.s  § 

co  On 


CO 

ON 

OO 

CD 

n  -I 

ON 

On 

CO 

i 

CD 

CD 

d 

£ 

d 

o 

CD 

*H 

* 

2 

2 

CD 

-a 

o 

p 

o 

I 

in 

i 

*rd 

CD 

cd 

D 

| 

g 

i 

*+-> 

Pi 

ti 

£ 

§ 

H 

Ph 

Ph 

116 


TABLE  34:  Family  Income  of  African-American  Women  by  Percentage  of  Labor  Force  that  is  Veteran  and  Active  Duty 
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Significantly  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  individuals  who  served  in  Guard/Reserves  only 
At  the  following  levels  of  significance(two-tailed  t-test):  *  p  <  .05,  **  p  <  .01,  ***  p  <  .001 

In  significant  tests:  shading  =  veteran  value  exceeded  that  of  the  comparison  group;  no  shading  =  value  of  comparison  group  is  greater 


disadvantaged  by  about  20%  relative  to  their  active  duty  counterparts.  In  addition,  those 
women  veterans  who  have  had  one  or  two  children  received  a  23%  family  income 
premium  relative  to  similar  individuals  with  no  service. 

When  the  data  are  disaggregated  by  the  military  makeup  of  LMA  labor  forces, 
trends  for  family  income  are  similar  to  those  observed  with  the  earnings  of  African 
Americans  (again,  the  trends  noted  within  one  military  status  category  between  different 
concentrations  of  veterans  and  active  duty  personnel  have  not  been  tested  for  statistical 
significance).  That  is,  there  is  a  slight  drop  in  veteran  family  income  from  the  areas  of 
lowest  veteran  concentration  to  those  in  the  middle  category  and  then  income  rises  again 
moving  to  areas  of  the  highest  concentrations  of  veterans.  Non-serving  individuals  show 
a  decline  in  family  income  with  each  increasing  level  of  veteran  concentration.  When 
looking  at  the  concentration  of  active  duty  personnel  in  a  labor  market,  an  inverted  'V' 
pattern  emerges  again  with  the  middle  level  of  active  duty  concentration  equating  to  the 
highest  mean  family  incomes  for  both  veterans  and  non-serving  individuals. 

Family  Income  of  White,  Hispanic  Women  and  Women  of  Other  Race/Ethnicity 

(TABLES  35-38  and  39-42) 

When  the  data  were  disaggregated  in  a  similar  manner  for  these  two  racial/ethnic 
groups,  only  two  of  the  comparisons  turned  out  to  be  significant  (judging  by  the  natural 
logarithm  of  family  income).  The  non-significance  of  results  was  largely  because  of  the 
small  number  of  veterans  in  these  two  groups.  White,  Hispanic  women  veterans  with 
one  or  two  children  had  a  25%  family  income  advantage  over  similar  women  with  no 
military  service.  Those  women  veterans  in  the  "other"  category  who  worked  only  part 
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TABLE  35:  Family  Income  of  White,  Hispanic  Women  by  Age  and  Education 
f  ”  _  1  Veteran  I  |  Non-Serving 
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TABLE  36:  Family  Income  of  White,  Hispanic  Women  by  Marital  Status  and  Children  Ever  Bom 
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Includes  divorced,  separated,  and  widowed  individuals 
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Non- Worker  -  worked  either  0  weeks  in  1989  or  usually  worked  0  hours  per  week  in  1989 

Part  time/year  -  worked  from  1-49  weeks  in  1989  or  usually  worked  1-34  hours  per  week  in  1989 

FTYR  -  worked  50  or  more  weeks  in  1989  and  usually  worked  35  hours  or  more  per  week  in  1989 
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TABLE  39:  Family  Income  of  Women  of  Other  Race/Ethnicity  by  Age  and  Education 
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Significantly  different  from:  N  -  non-serving  individuals,  A  -  active  duty  personnel,  G  -  individuals  who  served  in  Guard/Reserves  only 
At  the  following  levels  of  significance(two-tailed  t-test):  *  p  <  .05,  **  p  <  .01,  ***  p  <  .001 

In  significant  tests:  shading  =  veteran  value  exceeded  that  of  the  comparison  group;  no  shading  =  value  of  comparison  group  is  greater 


TABLE  40:  Family  Income  of  Women  of  Other  Race/Ethnicity  by  Marital  Status  and  Children  Ever  Born 
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Includes  divorced,  separated,  and  widowed  individuals 
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time  or  for  part  of  the  year  in  1989  had  a  29%  ($10095)  family  income  disadvantage 
relative  to  similar  non-serving  women. 

Multivariate  Regression:  Military  Status.  Earnings,  and  Family  Income 

Using  a  multivariate  regression  model  to  control  simultaneously  for  various 
factors  associated  with  earnings  and  family  income,  including  LMA  conditions,  the  net 
veteran  advantage  or  disadvantage  can  be  ascertained  by  examining  the  coefficients  of 
the  military  status  dummy  variables.  While  the  coefficients  for  all  variables  used  in  these 
equations  are  presented,  I  am,  for  the  purpose  of  this  section,  concerned  only  with  the 
coefficients  of  the  military  status  variables.  The  other  coefficients  will  be  explored  in 
more  detail  in  the  following  section.  Separate  regression  equations  were  estimated  for 
each  racial/ethnic  group. 

Because  the  distributions  of  the  natural  logarithm  of  the  dependent  variables 
more  closely  approximate  normal  distributions  than  the  distributions  of  the  non- 
transformed  variables,  and  the  transformed  variables  provide  a  better  fit  of  the  data  to 
the  regression  model  (based  on  F  and  R2  values  obtained  for  various  models  in 
preliminary  analysis),  only  the  regression  of  the  transformed  variables  is  presented  and 
discussed.  Although  the  actual  probability  of  achieving  a  |t|  value  greater  than  the 
achieved  |t|  of  each  regression  coefficient  is  reported  ("p"),  I  have  used  an  alpha  level  of 
0.05  to  determine  the  significance  of  the  parameter  estimates.  Unless  otherwise  noted, 
all  specific  results  reported  in  this  section  are  significant  at  the  0.05  level  (at  least).  No 
interaction  terms  are  used  between  military  status  and  the  independent/control  variables 
in  these  regression  equations,  as  this  would  negate  the  interpretation  of  the  military 


127 


status  dummy  variables'  coefficients  for  all  levels  of  the  independent  variables  except 
when  all  independent  variables  equal  zero. 

The  coefficients  of  the  military  status  variables  are  interpreted  relative  to  the 
reference  (excluded)  group,  veterans.  Therefore,  a  significant  positive  coefficient  for 
those  with  no  military  service,  those  on  active  duty,  and/or  those  with  service  in  the 
Guard  or  Reserve  only,  can  be  interpreted  as  an  advantage  for  that  group  over  veterans 
(i.e.,  a  veteran  disadvantage),  controlling  for  the  other  factors  in  the  equation.  The 
opposite  interpretation  can  be  applied  to  significant  negative  coefficients  (i.e.,  a  veteran 
premium).  As  these  coefficients  relate  to  a  logarithmically  transformed  dependent 
variable,  they  can  be  converted  to  the  approximate  percentage  difference  between  the 
veterans  and  the  comparison  groups  by  the  formula  (Mehay  and  Hirsch  1996,  p.205; 
Thornton  and  Innes  1989,  p.444): 

Percentage  Differential  =  [EXP(-Regression  Coefficient)  -  1]  x  100 

So  that  the  differences  between  veterans  and  other  military  status  groups  can  be 
discussed  in  terms  of  veteran  advantages/disadvantages  (versus  advantages/ 
disadvantages  for  the  other  military  status  categories  relative  to  veterans)  a  negative  sign 
was  placed  in  front  of  the  regression  coefficient  in  this  equation. 

White,  Non-Hispanic  Women 
(TABLE  43) 

Looking  at  the  ln(eamings)  and  ln(family  income)  equations  for  white,  non- 
Hispanic  women,  we  find  that  veterans  have  about  a  13%  disadvantage  in  terms  of  their 
earnings  and  a  12%  disadvantage  in  their  family  income  relative  to  those  white,  non- 
Hispanic  women  with  no  military  service  net  of  the  effects  of  the  other  variables  in  these 
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TABLE  43:  Multivariate  Regression  Equations  for  White,  Non-Hispanic  Women 
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unemployed 

0.0285 

0.0015 

0.0001 

0.0329 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
minority 

0.0001 

0.0001 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
female 

0.0001 

0.0001 

F 

0.0001 

2206.01 

0.0001 

R2 

0.2466 

Adj.  R2 

0.2465 

*  Because  of  the  collinearity  that  often  occurs  between  an  X  variable  and  its  square, 
variables  that  are  to  be  used  in  this  manner  are  often  centered.  However,  in  models  used 
in  this  study,  the  collinearity  between  experience  and  its  square  had  little  impact  (based 
on  an  analysis  of  models  excluding  the  squared  term  and  an  examination  of  variance 
inflation  factors  associated  with  the  models).  In  addition,  centering  the  variables,  while 
reducing  collinearity,  had  no  significant  impact  on  the  rest  of  the  model.  Therefore, 
uncentered  values  of  experience  are  used. 
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equations.  In  addition,  women  veterans  in  this  racial/ethnic  category  have  an  earnings 
disadvantage  of  about  18%  compared  to  their  Guard  and  Reserve  counterparts.  The 
differences  between  veterans  and  active  duty  personnel,  although  in  favor  of  veterans, 
did  not  reach  statistical  significance. 

African-American  Women 
(TABLE  44) 

The  difference  in  values  of  ln(eamings)  between  African-American  women 
veterans  and  African-American  women  with  no  military  service  or  who  were  on  active 
duty  was  not  statistically  significant  controlling  for  the  other  variables  in  the  regression 
equation  (but  was  in  the  same  direction  as  the  difference  for  white,  non-Hispanic 
women).  However,  veterans  had  a  19%  earnings  disadvantage  relative  to  those  with 
service  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve  only.  Looking  at  family  income,  only  the  difference 
between  African-American  veterans  and  their  active  duty  counterparts  was  statistically 
significant,  with  veterans  receiving  a  substantial  57%  premium. 

White,  Hispanic  Women  and  Women  of  Other  Race/Ethnicity 
(TABLES  45  and  46) 

None  of  the  military  status  coefficients  for  white,  Hispanic  or  "other"  women 
reached  levels  of  significance.  As  with  the  results  of  the  difference  of  means  tests 
presented  earlier,  this  may  be  driven  by  the  small  number  of  women  veterans  in  those 
racial/ethnic  categories  within  this  sample. 

Men 

For  the  purpose  of  comparison,  it  is  interesting  to  note  the  results  of  these  same 
regression  equations  for  men  (excluding  the  variables  for  the  number  of  children  ever 


TABLE  44:  Multivariate  Regression  Equations  for  African-American  Women 
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TABLE  45:  Multivariate  Regression  Equations  for  White,  Hispanic  Women 
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TABLE  46:  Multivariate  Regression  Equations  for  Women  of  Other  Race/Ethnicity 


Ln(Earnings) 


N  =  5114 


s.e. 


Ln(Family  Income) 


N  =  8226 


s.e. 


0.0470 


-0.00171  0.00031  0.0001 1  0.001 1|  0.0003 1  0.0001 


0.1091|  0.00501  0.0 
0.5 


0.0157 


No  service 


Active  duty _ 


Guard/Reserve 


Years  of  military  service 


Years  of  potential  civilian 
experience _ 


Experience  squared _ 


Years  of  education 


Enrolled  in  school 


Married 


Divorced _ 0.0625  0.0363 

Number  of  children  ever  bom  -0.0471  0.0099 


Has  a  child  under  6  years  old  |  0.01 55 1  0.0249 


%  of  occupation  that  is  male 
-  10 


Number  of  hours  worked  in 
1989-40 


%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is  -0.0205  0.0051  0.0001  -0.0 

veteran _ 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  on  -0.0118  0.0035  0.0006 

active  duty _ 

%  of  LMA  living  below  the  -0.0265  0.0025  0.0001  -0.0419 

poverty  line _ 


%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is  0.0244  0.0064  0.0001 

unemployed _ 


%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is  0.0042  0.0007  0.0001 

minority  _ 


%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
female 


0.0573 


mnwMmmm 


0.0091 

0.0001 

0.0234 

0.0206 

0.0001 


-0.0104  0.0058  0.0755 
0.0001 


138.61 


0.2430 


0.2412 
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bom  and  the  presence  of  a  child  under  6  years  old,  as  this  information  was  not  available 
for  males  in  the  data  set).  White,  non-Hispanic  male  veterans  had  a  9%  earnings 
disadvantage  relative  to  their  non-serving  counterparts  and  a  1  j%  disadvantage  ip 
comparison  to  those  white,  non-Hispanic  men  with  service  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve  only. 
The  veteran  disadvantage  relative  to  these  two  groups  is  seen  again  in  the  family  income 
equations  with  veterans  receiving  a  12%  disadvantage  compared  to  non-serving  white, 
non-Hispanic  men  and  an  1 1%  disadvantage  compared  to  the  Guard/Reserve  personnel. 
White,  non-Hispanic  male  veterans  also  earned  a  significant  advantage  over  their  active 
duty  counterparts  in  terms  of  both  earnings  (1 1%)  and  family  income  (33%). 

African-American  male  veterans  received  a  13%  earnings  premium  and  38% 
family  income  premium  over  similar  active  duty  personnel,  but  did  not  differ  significantly 
from  African-American  men  in  the  other  military  status  categories.  White,  Hispanic 
males  and  males  in  the  "other"  racial/ethnic  category  did  not  differ  significantly  from 
their  non-serving  counterparts  and  also  had  significant  premiums  relative  to  similar  active 
duty  personnel.  White,  Hispanic  male  veterans  had  a  38%  earnings  advantage  and  a 
41%  family  income  advantage,  while  "other"  male  veterans  had  a  17%  earnings 
advantage  and  a  61%  family  income  advantage.  In  addition,  white,  Hispanic  male 
veterans  received  an  earnings  penalty  of  1 5%  relative  to  similar  men  with  service  only  in 
the  Guard  or  Reserve. 

Multivariate  Regression:  Comparing  Women  Veterans  and  Non-Serving  Women  -  A 
Closer  Look 

Given  that  the  slopes  of  the  various  regression  coefficients  in  the  previous 
equations  for  each  racial/ethnic  group  are  constrained,  by  the  model,  to  be  equal  across 
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all  military  status  groups,  we  are  unable  to  distinguish  whether  or  not  veterans  are  more 
or  less  able  to  capitalize  on  their  various  individual  characteristics  or  the  characteristics 
of  their  occupations  or  LMAs  when  compared  to  their  non- veteran  counterparts.  I, 
therefore,  estimated  separate  ln(earnings)  and  ln(family  income)  for  veteran  and  non¬ 
serving  women  within  each  racial/ethnic  group. 

While  this  methodology  provides  the  coefficients  and  their  statistical  significance 
(i.e.,  difference  from  0)  for  each  equation,  it  does  not  provide  information  concerning  the 
statistical  significance  of  the  difference  between  the  coefficients  of  women  veterans  and 
those  with  no  military  service.  Therefore,  I  ran  interaction  equations,  interacting  veteran 
status  with  each  variable  in  the  regression  equations.  The  coefficients  of  the  interaction 
terms  can  be  interpreted  as  the  difference  in  the  coefficients  between  the  reference  group 
(in  this  case,  non-serving  individuals)  and  veterans.  Their  test  of  significance  is  the  test 
that  the  difference  in  coefficients  is  statistically  different  than  0.  The  interaction  models 
are  not  explicitly  presented  in  this  paper.  However,  if  the  interaction  term  for  a  given 
independent  variable  was  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of  significance,  the  appropriate  row 
in  TABLES  47-54  is  shaded.  Unless  otherwise  noted,  all  coefficients  reported  in  the  text 
of  this  section  are  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of  significance. 

As  with  the  regression  models  used  in  the  previous  section,  the  parameter 
estimates  in  the  following  equations  relate  to  a  logarithmically  transformed  dependent 
variable,  and,  thus,  can  be  converted  to  the  approximate  percentage  change  in  the 
dependent  variable  due  to  a  one  unit  change  in  the  independent  variable  with  the 
following  formula  (Mehay  and  Hirsch  1996,  p.205;  Thornton  and  Innes  1989,  p.444): 
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Percentage  Differential  =  [EXP(Regression  Coefficient)  -  1]  x  100 
White,  Non-Hispanic  Women 
(TABLES  47-48) 

Years  of  military  service  is  a  significant  determinant  of  veteran  ln(earnings), 
adding  almost  6%  to  earnings  per  year  served.  For  veterans,  years  of  military  service  are 
more  valuable  then  their  years  of  potential  civilian  labor  market  experience.  Although 
veterans  appear  to  earn  slightly  less  per  year  of  civilian  experience  than  non-serving 
individuals,  this  difference  did  not  reach  statistical  significance.  However,  the  difference 
between  veterans'  and  non- serving  individuals'  ability  to  convert  their  education  into 
earnings  was  statistically  different.  While  women  veterans  converted  their  education  into 
earnings  at  the  rate  of  9%  per  year  of  education,  non-serving  women  earned  about  12% 
per  year.  In  addition,  non-serving  individuals  suffered  an  earnings  penalty  of  about  5% 
for  being  enrolled  in  school,  while  the  veterans'  earnings  penalty  for  school  enrollment, 
though  larger,  was  not  significant. 

In  terms  of  familial  variables,  marital  status  was  insignificant  in  determining 
earnings  for  veterans,  but  being  married  or  being  divorced,  widowed,  or  separated  was 
associated  positively  with  the  earnings  of  non-serving  women  (relative  to  those  single, 
never  married).  Having  additional  children  was  significantly  more  costly  for  non-serving 
women  in  terms  of  earnings  than  it  was  for  veterans,  but  having  a  young  child  was  much 
more  costly  for  veterans.  In  fact,  having  a  child  under  6  years  old  resulted  in  a  13% 
earnings  penalty  for  veterans,  while  non-serving  women  actually  earned  a  5%  premium 
for  having  a  young  child. 
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TABLE  47:  Ln(Earnings)  Multivariate  Regression  Equations  for  White,  Non-Hispanic 

Veteran  and  Non-Serving  Women 


Note  -  shaded  rows  indicate  that  the  difference  in  the  coefficients  for  that  X  variable 
between  women  veterans  and  non-serving  women  is  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of 
significance  using  an  interaction  model  which  interacted  veteran  status  with  each  X 
variable.  Darker  shading  indicates  that  the  veterans'  coefficient  is  greater  than  that  of  the 
non-serving  women.  Lighter  shading  indicates  that  the  veterans'  coefficient  was  less  than 
that  of  non-serving  women. 

-  The  column  labeled  "p"  is  the  probability  of  a  greater  absolute  value  of  t  under 
the  null  hypothesis  that  the  parameter  estimate  is  equal  to  0  (two-tailed).  If  the  achieved 
probability  is  less  than  a  (.05),  then  the  coefficient  is  judged  to  be  statistically  different 
from  0. 
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TABLE  48:  Ln(Family  Income)  Multivariate  Regression  Equations  for  White,  Non- 
_ Hispanic  Veteran  and  Non-Serving  Women _ 


X 

Veteran 

Non-Serving 

N=  1182 

b 

= 126205 

b 

s.e. 

P 

b 

s.e. 

P 

Years  of  military  service 

0.1076 

0.0000 

Years  of  potential  civilian 
experience 

0.8087 

0.0027 

Experience  squared 

0.0003 

0.0008 

0.6824 

0.0004 

0.0001 

0.0001 

Years  of  education 

0.0718 

0.0012 

Enrolled  in  school 

gum 

-0.0078 

0.0063 

HiMIH 

Married 

0.0001 

0.0001 

Divorced 

-0.2593 

0.0682 

0.0001 

0.0085 

Number  of  children  ever  bom 

-0.0198 

0.0211 

0.3482 

Has  a  child  under  6  years  old 

-0.0798 

0.0498 

-0.0377 

Number  of  hours  worked  in 
1989-40 

0.0001 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
veteran 

-0.0146 

0.0103 

0.1571 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  on 
active  duty 

-0.0102 

0.0053 

0.0543 

-0.0067 

%  of  LMA  living  below  the 
poverty  line 

mn 

0.0001 

0.0001 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
unemployed 

0.0145 

0.0108 

0.0330 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
minority 

0.0083 

0.0018 

0.0001 

0.0001 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
female 

0.0076 

0.0129 

0.5555 

F 

0.0001 

2748.38 

R2 

0.2462 

Adj.  R2 

0.2643 

0.2462 

Note  -  shaded  rows  indicate  that  the  difference  in  the  coefficients  for  that  X  variable 
between  women  veterans  and  non-serving  women  is  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of 
significance  using  an  interaction  model  which  interacted  veteran  status  with  each  X 
variable.  Darker  shading  indicates  that  the  veterans'  coefficient  is  greater  than  that  of  the 
non-serving  women.  Lighter  shading  indicates  that  the  veterans'  coefficient  was  less  than 
that  of  non-serving  women. 

-  The  column  labeled  "p"  is  the  probability  of  a  greater  absolute  value  oft  under 
the  null  hypothesis  that  the  parameter  estimate  is  equal  to  0  (two-tailed).  If  the  achieved 
probability  is  less  than  a  (.05),  then  the  coefficient  is  judged  to  be  statistically  different 
fromO. 
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The  percentage  of  a  woman's  occupation  that  was  male  did  not  prove  to  be  a 
significant  determinant  of  earnings  for  veterans.  However,  non-serving  women  earned 
an  additional  1%  of  earnings  for  each  10  percentage  point  increase  in  the  percent  male  of 
her  occupation.  Looking  at  the  military  characteristics  of  the  labor  markets,  the 
concentration  of  veterans  in  an  LMA  does  not  appear  to  impact  veterans.  Increases  in 
veteran  concentration  are  associated  with  earnings  penalties  of  about  1%  per  percentage 
point  increase  in  the  percent  of  veterans  in  the  LMA  labor  force  for  non-serving  women. 
An  increasing  concentration  of  active  duty  personnel  in  the  LMA  labor  force  is 
associated  with  a  significant  earnings  penalty  for  both  veterans  and  non-serving  women. 

The  only  labor  market  characteristic  coefficient  on  which  veterans  and  non¬ 
veterans  differed  significantly  is  for  the  percent  of  the  LMA  labor  force  that  is  female. 
While  this  was  not  significant  in  the  veterans'  ln(earnings)  equation,  an  increase  in  the 
concentration  of  women  in  the  labor  force  resulted  in  an  increase  in  the  earnings  of  non¬ 
serving  women.  This  result  may  be  a  consequence  of  the  association  between  women's 
labor  force  participation  and  occupational  segregation.  That  is,  in  those  labor  markets 
which  have  higher  concentrations  of  women  in  the  labor  force,  women  may  be  less 
occupationally  segregated  (Abrahamson  and  Sigelman  1987)  into  lower  paying  jobs. 

Looking  at  the  ln(family  income)  equations  for  white,  non-Hispanic  veteran  and 
non-serving  women  (TABLE  48),  the  only  significant  difference  between  veterans  and 
non-serving  individuals  occurs  in  the  coefficients  of  the  dummy  variable  for  being 
divorced,  widowed,  or  separated.  Non-serving  women  are  penalized  more  for  falling 
into  this  category  than  were  veterans.  The  family  income  premium  for  being  married, 
not  separated  was  significant  and  substantial  for  both  veteran  (64%)  and  non-serving 
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women  (54%).  Other  familial  variables,  such  as  the  number  of  children  ever  bom  and 
having  a  child  under  6  years  old  were  not  significant  in  the  veteran  ln(family  income) 
equation.  Both  of  these  variables  were  negatively  related  to  family  income  for  non¬ 
serving  women. 

Similarly,  experience,  either  civilian  or  military,  was  not  a  significant  determinant 
of  veteran  family  income.  Education,  however,  was  associated  with  a  significant  7% 
increase  in  veteran  family  income  per  year  of  education.  The  military  characteristics  of 
local  labor  markets  were  not  significant  in  the  veteran  ln(family  income)  equation, 
although  the  negative  impact  of  increasing  concentrations  of  active  duty  personnel  in  the 
LMA  labor  force  was  almost  significant  (p  =0.0543).  Increases  in  the  concentration  of 
veterans  and  active  duty  personnel  in  the  LMA  labor  force  were  associated  with  family 
income  penalties  for  non- serving  women  (about  a  1%  decrease  in  family  income  per 
percentage  point  increase  in  the  concentration  of  veterans  or  the  concentration  of  active 
duty  personnel). 

African-American  Women 
(TABLES  49-50) 

African-American  women  veterans  did  not  differ  significantly  from  their  non¬ 
serving  counterparts  on  any  coefficient  of  any  variable  in  their  ln(eamings)  equation.  In 
fact,  none  of  the  experience  (military  and  civilian),  familial,  or  labor  market  coefficients 
reached  statistical  significance  for  veterans  in  this  racial/ethmc  category.  The  only 
coefficients  that  were  significant  were  for  education  and  the  number  of  hours  worked  per 
week  divided  by  40.  This  non-significance  may,  in  part,  be  driven  by  the  N  for  this 
equation  (150).  It  is  interesting  to  note,  though,  that  while  the  concentration  of  veterans 
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TABLE  49:  Ln(Earnings)  Multivariate  Regression  Equations  for  African-American 

Veteran  and  Non-Serving  Women 


Note  -  shaded  rows  indicate  that  the  difference  in  the  coefficients  for  that  X  variable 
between  women  veterans  and  non-serving  women  is  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of 
significance  using  an  interaction  model  which  interacted  veteran  status  with  each  X 
variable.  Darker  shading  indicates  that  the  veterans'  coefficient  is  greater  than  that  of  the 
non-serving  women.  Lighter  shading  indicates  that  the  veterans'  coefficient  was  less  than 
that  of  non-serving  women. 

-  The  column  labeled  "p"  is  the  probability  of  a  greater  absolute  value  of  t  under 
the  null  hypothesis  that  the  parameter  estimate  is  equal  to  0  (two-tailed).  If  the  achieved 
probability  is  less  than  a  (.05),  then  the  coefficient  is  judged  to  be  statistically  different 
from  0. 
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TABLE  50:  Ln(Family  Income)  Multivariate  Regression  Equations  for  African-American 
_ Veteran  and  Non-Serving  Women _ 


X 

Veteran 

Non-Serving 

N  =  235 

N=  13939 

b 

s.e. 

p 

b 

s.e. 

p 

Years  of  military  service 

0.0000 

. 

. 

Years  of  potential  civilian 
experience 

0.0360 

0.9166 

0.0001 

Experience  squared 

0.0008 

0.0020 

0.0001 

Years  of  education 

0.0358 

0.0320 

0.0743 

■rnriM 

Enrolled  in  school 

0.0498 

BtltH'tfl 

Married 

KifiM 

0.6245 

0.0187 

0.0001 1 

Divorced 

0.1061 

Number  of  children  ever  born 

EH 

0.6110 

0.0068 

0.0001 

Has  a  child  under  6  years  old 

mnmma 

0.1268 

-0.1718 

0.0179 

0.0001 

Number  of  hours  worked  in 
1989-40 

mu 

0.0023 

0.0165 

0.0001 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
veteran 

-0.0248 

0.0297 

0.4046 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  on 
active  duty 

-0.0051 

0.0109 

0.6389 

-0.0041 

%  of  LMA  living  below  the 
poverty  line 

u^i 

0.0250 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
unemployed 

nil 

0.8479 

HB 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
minority 

0.0077 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
female 

0.5561 

F 

4.70 

0.0001 

R2 

0.2565 

0.3289 

Adi.  R2 

0.2019 

0.3282 

Note  -  shaded  rows  indicate  that  the  difference  in  the  coefficients  for  that  X  variable 
between  women  veterans  and  non-serving  women  is  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of 
significance  using  an  interaction  model  which  interacted  veteran  status  with  each  X 
variable.  Darker  shading  indicates  that  the  veterans'  coefficient  is  greater  than  that  of  the 
non-serving  women.  Lighter  shading  indicates  that  the  veterans'  coefficient  was  less  than 
that  of  non-serving  women. 

-  The  column  labeled  "p"  is  the  probability  of  a  greater  absolute  value  of  t  under 
the  null  hypothesis  that  the  parameter  estimate  is  equal  to  0  (two-tailed).  If  the  achieved 
probability  is  less  than  a  (.05),  then  the  coefficient  is  judged  to  be  statistically  different 
fromO. 
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and  active  duty  personnel  in  the  LMA  labor  force  did  not  significantly  impact  the 
earnings  of  African-American  veterans,  increasing  percentages  of  veterans  and  active 
duty  personnel  in  the  labor  force  had  a  significant  depressing  effect  on  the  earnings  of 
African-American  non-serving  women  (about  1%  per  percentage  point  increase). 

In  terms  of  family  income,  the  only  significant  difference  between  veterans  and 
non-serving  individuals  occurred  in  the  coefficient  for  the  number  of  hours  worked  in 
1989  divided  by  40.  Here,  a  40  hour  period  worked  by  veterans  contributed  significantly 
less  to  family  income  then  did  the  time  worked  by  non-serving  individuals.  One  other 
difference  between  veteran  and  non-serving  women  that  is  not  statistically  significant  but 
is  noteworthy  can  be  seen  in  their  coefficients  for  the  dummy  variable  for  being  married. 
While  veterans  received  a  44%  premium  for  being  married  (relative  to  being  single,  never 
married),  non-serving  African-American  women  received  a  87%  premium.  Other 
significant  determinants  of  veteran  family  income  were  education  (b  =  0.077)  and  the 
control  for  the  percent  of  individuals  in  the  LMA  who  live  below  the  poverty  line  (b  =  - 
0.3 1).  Although  the  coefficient  for  the  percent  of  the  LMA  labor  force  that  is  on  active 
duty  did  not  reach  statistical  significance  for  either  veterans  or  non-serving  individuals, 
increasing  concentrations  of  veterans  had  a  negative  impact  on  family  income  for  non¬ 
serving  women  (about  2%  per  percentage  point). 

White,  Hispanic  Women 
(TABLES  51-52) 

There  were  no  significant  differences  between  the  coefficients  of  white,  Hispanic 
women  veteran  and  non-serving  women  in  either  the  ln(earnings)  or  ln(family  income) 
equations.  The  only  veteran  coefficient  that  reached  statistical  significance  in  the 
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TABLE  51:  Ln(Earnings)  Multivariate  Regression  Equations  for  White,  Hispanic 

Veteran  and  Non-Serving  Women 


Note  -  shaded  rows  indicate  that  the  difference  in  the  coefficients  for  that  X  variable 
between  women  veterans  and  non-serving  women  is  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of 
significance  using  an  interaction  model  which  interacted  veteran  status  with  each  X 
variable.  Darker  shading  indicates  that  the  veterans'  coefficient  is  greater  than  that  of  the 
non-serving  women.  Lighter  shading  indicates  that  the  veterans'  coefficient  was  less  than 
that  of  non- serving  women. 

-  The  column  labeled  "p"  is  the  probability  of  a  greater  absolute  value  oft  under 
the  null  hypothesis  that  the  parameter  estimate  is  equal  to  0  (two-tailed).  If  the  achieved 
probability  is  less  than  a  (.05),  then  the  coefficient  is  judged  to  be  statistically  different 
from  0. 
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TABLE  52:  Ln(Family  Income)  Multivariate  Regression  Equations  for  White,  Hispanic 
_ Veteran  and  Non-Serving  Women _ 


X 

Veteran 

Non-Serving 

N  =  53 

N  =  6184 

b 

s.e. 

P 

b 

s.e. 

p  ! 

Years  of  military  service 

-0.0429 

0.0711 

0.5505 

0.0000 

. 

MU 

Years  of  potential  civilian 
experience 

0.5787 

Experience  squared 

0.0030 

0.0063 

0.6441 

0.0009 

Years  of  education 

■WB 

0.0935 

0.2403 

0.0535 

Enrolled  in  school 

EBB! 

0.5364 

0.0145 

0.0278 

0.6022 

Married 

0.3553 

0.3724 

0.0001 

Divorced 

■rasa 

■IIIMIII 

Number  of  children  ever  bom 

0.2059 

0.1342 

0.1336 

mm 

Has  a  child  under  6  years  old 

warn 

0.0135 

Number  of  hours  worked  in 
1989  -  40 

SB 

ml 

0.0092 

m 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
veteran 

0.0616 

0.0617 

0.3245 

-0.0164 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  on 
active  duty 

0.6227 

0.0607 

%  of  LMA  living  below  the 
poverty  line 

0.6278 

0.0001 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
unemployed 

0.0534 

0.1020 

0.6039 

0.0411 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
minority 

0.0040 

0.0113 

0.7243 

0.0001 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
female 

0.6590 

0.0042 

0.0064 

0.5066 

F 

0.83 

0.6466 

0.0001 

R2 

Adj.  R2 

0.1910 

Note  -  shaded  rows  indicate  that  the  difference  in  the  coefficients  for  that  X  variable 
between  women  veterans  and  non-serving  women  is  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of 
significance  using  an  interaction  model  which  interacted  veteran  status  with  each  X 
variable.  Darker  shading  indicates  that  the  veterans'  coefficient  is  greater  than  that  of  the 
non-serving  women.  Lighter  shading  indicates  that  the  veterans'  coefficient  was  less  than 
that  of  non-serving  women. 

-  The  column  labeled  "p"  is  the  probability  of  a  greater  absolute  value  of  t  under 
the  null  hypothesis  that  the  parameter  estimate  is  equal  to  0  (two-tailed).  If  the  achieved 
probability  is  less  than  a  (.05),  then  the  coefficient  is  judged  to  be  statistically  different 
fromO. 
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veterans'  ln(earnings)  equation  was  for  the  number  of  hours  worked  in  1989  divided  by 
40.  This  lack  of  statistically  significant  coefficients  is  likely  to  be  driven  by  the  relatively 
small  N  of  35  in  this  equation. 

The  veteran  model  for  the  ln(family  income)  appears  to  have  collapsed  trying  to 
fit  too  few  cases  (53)  into  too  many  variables  (16)  as  evidenced  by  an  F  value  of  .83 
(p  >  F  =  0.65)  and  an  adjusted  R2  of  -0.0555.  I  attempted  to  correct  this  problem  by 
removing  the  control  variables  for  the  LMA  characteristics  from  the  model,  but  the 
model  still  failed  to  reach  statistical  significance. 

Although  the  information  that  can  be  gleaned  from  these  models  is  relatively 
limited,  the  effects  of  the  military  characteristics  of  the  LMA  labor  forces,  more 
specifically,  the  concentration  of  veterans  in  the  labor  force,  on  the  earnings  and  family 
income  of  non-serving  white,  Hispanic  women  are  still  significant.  Each  percentage 
point  increase  of  veterans  in  the  LMA  labor  force  is  associated  with  an  almost  2% 
decrease  in  earnings  and  family  income. 

Women  of  Other  Race/Ethnicity 
(TABLES  53-54) 

Women  veterans  who  were  categorized  into  the  "other"  racial/ethnic  category 
were  significantly  better  able  than  their  non-serving  counterparts  to  convert  their  time 
spent  at  work  into  earnings.  Whereas  each  40  hours  worth  of  work  for  veterans 
represents  about  a  5%  increase  in  earnings,  the  same  amount  of  work  by  non-serving 
women  is  worth  only  about  a  3%  increase.  In  addition,  veterans  are  less  impacted  by  the 
overall  poverty  rate  of  their  LMA  than  non-serving  women.  The  percentage  of 
individuals  living  below  the  poverty  line  within  the  LMA  is  not  a  significant  determinant 
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TABLE  53:  Ln(Earnings)  Multivariate  Regression  Equations  for  Veteran  and  Non- 
Serving  Women  of  Other  Race/Ethnicity 


Note  -  shaded  rows  indicate  that  the  difference  in  the  coefficients  for  that  X  variable 
between  women  veterans  and  non-serving  women  is  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of 
significance  using  an  interaction  model  which  interacted  veteran  status  with  each  X 
variable.  Darker  shading  indicates  that  the  veterans'  coefficient  is  greater  than  that  of  the 
non-serving  women.  Lighter  shading  indicates  that  the  veterans'  coefficient  was  less  than 
that  of  non-serving  women. 

-  The  column  labeled  "p"  is  the  probability  of  a  greater  absolute  value  oft  under 
the  null  hypothesis  that  the  parameter  estimate  is  equal  to  0  (two-tailed).  If  the  achieved 
probability  is  less  than  a  (.05),  then  the  coefficient  is  judged  to  be  statistically  different 
from  0. 


147 


TABLE  54:  Ln(Family  Income)  Multivariate  Regression  Equations  for  Veteran  and 
_ Non-Serving  Women  of  Other  Race/Ethnicity _ 


X 

Veteran 

Non-Serving 

N  =  82 

N  =  8103 

b 

s.e. 

P 

b 

s.e. 

P 

Years  of  military  service 

0.0833 

0.0000 

, 

Years  of  potential  civilian 
experience 

0.1273 

0.0320 

Experience  squared 

0.7535 

0.0001 

Years  of  education 

0.1512 

0.0218 

0.0569 

Enrolled  in  school 

0.3694 

BfiUfi 

0.1781 

0.0041 

0.0241 

0.8645 

Married 

0.4428 

Divorced 

-0.2744 

0.0368 

0.0001 

Number  of  children  ever  born 

0.0505 

-0.0525 

0.0092 

0.0001 

Has  a  child  under  6  years  old 

0.3712 

0.2674 

0.1698 

■tniiai 

Number  of  hours  worked  in 
1989-40 

0.0124 

0.0050 

HH 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
veteran 

0.0150 

0.0673 

0.8242 

-0.0019 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  on 
active  duty 

-0.0519 

0.0274 

0.0629 

-0.0035 

0.0034 

0.2949 

%  of  LMA  living  below  the 
poverty  line 

0.7496 

HH 

0.0023 

0.0001 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
unemployed 

-0.0354 

0.6908 

0.0059 

0.0001 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
minority 

0.0143 

0.1834 

0.0094 

%  of  LMA  labor  force  that  is 
female 

-0.1608 

0.0723 

0.0297 

0.1215 

F 

0.0086 

0.0001 

R2 

Adj.  R2 

0.2085 

Note  -  shaded  rows  indicate  that  the  difference  in  the  coefficients  for  that  X  variable 
between  women  veterans  and  non-serving  women  is  significant  at  the  0.05  level  of 
significance  using  an  interaction  model  which  interacted  veteran  status  with  each  X 
variable.  Darker  shading  indicates  that  the  veterans'  coefficient  is  greater  than  that  of  the 
non-serving  women.  Lighter  shading  indicates  that  the  veterans'  coefficient  was  less  than 
that  of  non-serving  women. 

-  The  column  labeled  "p"  is  the  probability  of  a  greater  absolute  value  oft  under 
the  null  hypothesis  that  the  parameter  estimate  is  equal  to  0  (two-tailed).  If  the  achieved 
probability  is  less  than  a  (.05),  then  the  coefficient  is  judged  to  be  statistically  different 
from  0. 


148 


of  veteran  earnings,  but  each  increasing  percentage  point  increase  in  the  poverty  rate  is 
associated  with  an  almost  3%  decrease  in  the  earnings  of  non-serving  women.  Besides 
time  spent  at  work,  years  of  education  were  also  a  significant  predictor  of  veteran  (and 
non-veteran)  earnings. 

In  terms  of  the  ln(family  income),  the  only  significant  difference  in  coefficients 
between  veteran  and  non-serving  women  was  for  the  coefficient  of  the  percent  of  the 
LMA  labor  force  that  was  female.  While,  the  coefficient  for  this  variable  for  veterans 
was  significant  and  negative  (b  =  -0.1608),  the  coefficient  for  non-serving  women  was 
not  statistically  significant.  In  other  words,  increasing  percentages  of  women  in  the  labor 
force  is  more  detrimental  to  the  earnings  of  veterans  than  to  those  women  with  no 
military  service.  The  only  other  coefficients  that  were  significant  in  the  veteran  ln(family 
income)  equation  were  education  and  time  spent  at  work.  While  the  difference  was  not 
statistically  significant,  the  education  of  veterans  appears  to  be  more  readily  converted 
into  family  income  than  the  education  of  non-serving  women. 

The  percentage  of  the  LMA  labor  force  that  is  veteran  and  on  active  duty 
significantly  impacts  the  earnings,  but  not  the  family  income,  of  non-serving  "other" 
women.  A  1  percentage  point  increase  in  the  percentage  of  veterans  in  the  labor  force  is 
associated  with  a  2%  decrease  in  earnings.  A  1  percentage  point  increase  in  the 
percentage  of  active  duty  personnel  in  the  labor  force  is  associated  with  a  1%  earnings 
penalty. 
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DISCUSSION 


The  results  above  tell  a  complex  story  about  the  post-service  socioeconomic 
status  attainment  of  women  veterans  of  the  AVF.  I  have  attempted  to  organize  and 
explain  this  story  in  the  following  sections.  I  will  first  review  and  discuss  the  results 
directly  related  to  my  hypotheses  as  I  attempt  to  place  them  back  in  the  context  of  my 
theoretical  framework.  I  will  then  discuss  some  of  my  other  findings  that,  while  not 
directly  related  to  my  hypotheses,  may  have  some  theoretical  implications. 

Evaluating  the  Hypotheses 

Based  on  the  idea  that  women  are  a  minority  (in  the  sense  of  disadvantage  rather 
than  numbers)  and  that  previous  research  demonstrates  that  minority  males  benefit  most 
from  military  service,  I  hypothesized  that  women  veterans  would  achieve  some  gain  in 
socioeconomic  status  relative  to  their  non-serving  counterparts  (Hypothesis  1).  These 
gains  would  possibly  be  produced  by  bridging  hypothesis  variables  such  as  gains  in 
education  and  training,  increased  independence  and  socialization  to  a  male-dominated 
work  environment,  or  increasing  familiarity  with  working  within  a  bureaucracy.  A 
veteran  advantage  may  also  have  been  produced  indirectly  via  the  interaction  of  military 
service  with  familial  variables  which  would  lessen  the  demands  of  family  life  on  women 
veterans  and  allow  more  time  for  the  pursuit  of  socioeconomic  status  attainment.  Gains 
could  have  also  been  produced  by  employers  giving  preference  to  government  "certified" 
workers.  Lastly,  gains  may  have  been  realized  because  of  how  selective  the  military  has 
been  with  the  women  that  they  allow  into  the  ranks.  That  is,  the  women  who  were 
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selected  by  the  military  may  have  already  had  the  characteristics  that  they  needed  to 
succeed  in  the  civilian  labor  market. 

However,  the  veteran  advantage,  overall,  never  really  materialized  for  any  racial 
or  ethnic  group.  In  fact,  when  the  data  were  disaggregated  by  race/ethnicity  and  military 
status,  no  group  of  veteran  women  had  an  advantage  over  their  non-serving  counterparts 
in  terms  of  either  earnings  or  family  income.  This  finding  holds  even  when  several 
variables  were  controlled  for  within  the  regression  portion  of  my  analysis.  It  appears 
that  the  best  women  veterans  could  do  was  break  even,  which  African-American,  white 
Hispanic,  and  "Other"  women  did.  White,  non-Hispanic  women  veterans,  did  not  fare 
that  well.  Overall,  they  were  disadvantaged  relative  to  similar  non-serving  women  in 
terms  of  their  family  income  and,  once  relevant  factors  were  controlled  for  in  the 
regression  equations,  a  veteran  penalty  was  evident  in  both  earnings  and  family  income. 

This  finding  lends  credence  to  my  second  hypothesis  that  minority  veterans 
receive  more  of  a  benefit  (or  less  of  a  cost)  for  their  veteran  status  relative  to  minority 
non- veterans  than  do  non-minority  veterans  relative  to  similar  non-veterans  (Hypothesis 
2).  Why  white,  non-Hispanic  veterans  are  disadvantaged  is  a  bit  more  difficult  to 
explain.  In  terms  of  earnings,  it  appears  that  education  may  play  a  significant  role  in  this 
difference.  That  is,  white,  non-Hispanic  veterans  have  significantly  less  education  than 
their  non-serving  counterparts  and  are  significantly  less  able  to  convert  their  years  of 
education  into  earnings.  This  is  likely  to  be  driven  by  the  fact  that  significantly  fewer 
white,  non-Hispanic  veterans  than  non- veterans  have  completed  their  bachelor's  degree. 

Another  issue  that  is  likely  driving  down  the  earnings  of  white,  non-Hispanic 
veterans  is  the  timing  of  the  births  of  their  children.  While  information  is  not  available  on 
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birth  timing,  one  can  assume  that  many  of  these  women  veterans  waited  until  they  were 
either  on  their  way  out  of  the  service  or  were  already  out  of  the  service  before  having  a 
child.  Thus,  women  veterans  would  be  more  likely  to  have  younger  children  than  their 
non-veteran  counterparts  who  did  not  have  or  choose  to  wait.  The  data  in  this  study 
show  this  to  be  true.  The  presence  of  younger  children  may  make  it  more  difficult  for 
women  veterans  to  complete  their  four-year  degrees.  In  addition,  having  young  children 
during  the  period  in  which  the  veteran  is  attempting  to  transfer  back  into  the  civilian 
labor  force  may  be  especially  harmful.  The  results  of  this  study  show  that  having  a  child 
under  six  years  old  is  significantly  more  detrimental  in  terms  of  earnings  to  white,  non- 
Hispanic  veterans  than  it  is  to  non-veterans.  This  supports  Hypothesis  5.  However,  this 
hypothesis  only  appears  to  hold  for  white,  non-Hispanic  women  veterans.  Other 
racial/ethnic  groups  of  veterans  did  not  differ  significantly  from  their  respective  non¬ 
serving  women  in  terms  of  the  financial  cost  of  having  a  young  child. 

White,  non-Hispanic  women  veterans  were  also  disadvantaged  in  terms  of  their 
family  income.  The  reason  for  this  disadvantage  is  likely  to  be  two-fold.  First,  some  of 
the  veteran  family  income  penalty  is  a  result  of  the  earnings  disadvantage  which  I  have 
already  discussed.  A  second  portion  of  this  penalty  might  be  explained  by  the  marital 
patterns  of  these  women.  First  of  all,  white,  non-Hispanic  women  veterans  are 
significantly  more  likely  to  be  divorced,  widowed,  or  separated  than  their  non-serving 
counterparts  (as  are  African  American  and  "other"  veterans),  which  is  associated  with  a 
substantial  family  income  penalty.  Another  important  factor  may  be  their  choice  of 
marital  partners.  If  these  women  married  white,  non-Hispanic  men  who  were  either  on 
active  duty  or  were  veterans,  then  they  would  be  marrying  someone  who,  on  average, 
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earns  significantly  less  than  his  non-serving  counterpart.  However,  the  lack  of  significant 
difference  between  the  marriage  coefficients  of  veterans  and  non-veterans  across  all 
races/ethnicities  in  the  family  income  regression  equations  does  not  support  this.  In 
other  words,  marriage,  overall,  holds  roughly  equal  value  in  terms  of  family  income  for 
both  veterans  and  non-serving  individuals. 

This  finding  weighs  against  my  hypothesis  that  veterans  who  are  married  receive 
either  less  of  a  marriage  premium  or  more  of  a  marriage  penalty  compared  to  similar 
non-veterans  (Hypothesis  4).  The  only  difference  in  marriage  coefficients  that  even 
approached  significance  in  the  family  income  regression  or  earnings  equations  was 
between  African-American  veterans  and  their  non-serving  counterparts  (family  income). 
It  may  be  argued  that  some  of  the  penalty  associated  with  veteran  marriage  patterns  was 
removed  by  controlling  for  the  percentage  of  the  LMA  labor  force  on  active  duty.  That 
is,  some  of  the  penalty  associated  with  marrying  an  active  duty  man  is  associated  with 
living  in  a  local  labor  market  with  higher  concentrations  of  active  duty  personnel. 
Because  I  controlled  for  this,  the  value  of  veterans'  marriages  may  actually  be  inflated. 
However,  in  analysis  not  shown,  I  reran  the  regression  equations  leaving  out  the  control 
for  the  concentration  of  active  duty  personnel  in  the  local  labor  market  and  found  that 
there  was  no  substantial  change  in  the  marriage  regression  coefficients. 

When  the  data  are  disaggregated  by  age  and  the  mean  earnings  of  veterans  and 
non-serving  individuals  are  compared,  we  see  that  much  of  the  earnings  disadvantage 
that  white,  non-Hispanic  veterans  experience  relative  to  their  non-serving  counterparts  is 
experienced  by  those  in  the  middle  age  group  (26-32  years  old).  In  fact,  the  youngest 
veterans  (19-25)  and  the  oldest  veterans  (33-40)  experience  a  premium  over  similar 
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individuals  with  no  military  service.  In  addition  the  oldest  white,  non-Hispanic  women 
veterans  have  a  slightly  greater  advantage  over  similarly  aged  non-serving  individuals 
than  the  youngest  veterans  have  over  their  non-serving  counterparts. 

This  finding  supports  my  hypothesis  that  older  female  veterans  have  achieved 
more,  relative  to  similar  non-veterans,  than  younger  veterans  (Hypothesis  3).  This 
hypothesis  may  only  hold  for  white,  non-Hispanic  women  as  races/ethnicities  other  than 
white,  non-Hispanic  did  not  show  any  significant  earnings  differences  between  veterans 
and  non- veterans  when  the  data  were  disaggregated  in  this  manner.  In  addition,  the 
logic  behind  this  hypothesis  was  that  younger  veterans  were  still  likely  to  be  transitioning 
from  military  service  into  the  civilian  labor  force  where  they  may  not  yet  have  had  the 
chance  to  benefit  from  their  veteran  status  and  may  suffer  an  earnings  disadvantage 
during  that  period.  Therefore,  I  expected  the  youngest  veterans,  not  the  middle  group, 
to  be  the  most  disadvantaged. 

The  concentration  of  the  earnings  disadvantage  in  the  middle  age  category  of 
white,  non-Hispanic  women  veterans  may  be  related  to  the  educational  disadvantage,  in 
terms  of  degree  completion,  of  veterans  in  this  age  group  relative  to  similarly  aged  non¬ 
serving  individuals.  While  26%  of  employed  non-serving  white,  non-Hispanic  women 
between  the  ages  of  26  and  32  had  completed  a  four-year  degree,  only  14%  of  similar 
veterans  had  done  so.  It  is  also  interesting  to  note  that  moving  into  the  higher  age 
category,  where  veterans  have  an  earnings  advantage,  the  percentage  of  white,  non- 
Hispanic  veterans  who  had  completed  their  bachelor's  degree  actually  exceeds  that  of 
non-serving  women,  although  not  significantly. 
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The  relationship  between  family  income  and  age  is  different  from  that  of  earnings 
to  age.  In  fact,  there  is  no  support  for  Hypothesis  3  using  this  dependent  measure. 
Across  all  age  categories,  African-American,  white  Hispanic,  and  "Other"  race/ethnicity 
women  veterans  did  not  differ  significantly  from  their  non-serving  counterparts.  Again, 
the  only  differences  occurred  within  the  white,  non-Hispanic  category.  While,  the 
difference  between  white,  non-Hispanic  women  veterans  and  non-serving  women  in  the 
youngest  age  category  was  not  significant,  the  difference  became  significant  and  favored 
the  non-serving  women  in  the  two  older  age  groups.  Given  that  earnings  differences 
show  a  quite  different  pattern  with  increasing  age,  the  difference  in  family  income  is 
likely  being  driven  by  factors  other  than  the  women  veterans'  earnings. 

One  such  contributing  factor  may  be  related  to  the  marriage  patterns  of  white, 
non-Hispanic  veterans.  When  the  percentage  of  white,  non-Hispanic  women  who  are  in 
each  marital  status  category  is  calculated  by  age  category,  an  interesting  pattern  can  be 
seen  that  may  explain  the  pattern  of  family  income  differences.  That  is,  in  the  youngest 
category  white,  non-Hispanic  women  veterans  are  significantly  more  likely  (at  the  0.05 
level  of  significance)  than  their  non-serving  counterparts  to  be  married  (54%  vs.  37%) 
and  to  be  divorced  (14%  vs.  5%).  These  are  offsetting  factors  as  far  as  family  income  is 
concerned  and  may  explain  why  there  is  no  difference  in  family  income  between  veterans 
and  non-serving  women  in  the  youngest  age  category.  However,  in  the  upper  two  age 
categories  white,  non-Hispanic  women  veterans  are  significantly  less  likely  to  be  married 
(26-32:  62%  vs.  71%,  33-40:  68%  vs.  78%)  and  more  likely  to  be  divorced  (26-32:  21% 
vs.  12%,  33-40:  20%  vs.  15%),  which  is  likely  to  lead  to  a  veteran  family  income 
disadvantage.  However,  even  controlling  for  marital  status  in  the  family  income 
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regression  equations,  a  veteran  disadvantage  still  persisted.  The  white,  non-Hispanic 
veteran  disadvantage  in  the  regression  equation,  though,  was  about  equal  to  the  veteran 
disadvantage  in  the  earnings  equation. 

Active  Duty  and  the  Guard/Reserve 

In  addition  to  my  research  on  the  differential  status  attainment  of  veteran  women 
and  women  with  no  military  service,  I  also  conducted  some  exploratory  investigation 
into  the  comparison  of  veterans  to  active  duty  personnel  and  individuals  with  service 
only  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve.  Comparisons  between  veterans  and  these  two  groups  are 
important  for  two  main  reasons.  First,  and  probably  most  important,  is  that  veterans 
share  with  active  duty  and  Guard/Reserve  personnel  two  things  that  they  do  not  share 
with  non- serving  women.  One  is  that  they  all  met  the  requisite  physical,  mental,  and 
moral  standards  in  order  to  be  selected  by  the  military  for  service.  This  cannot  be  said 
for  all  non-serving  women,  although  the  limitation  of  my  sample  to  high  school 
graduates  is  likely  to  help  mitigate  the  effects  of  selection  bias.  The  other  shared 
characteristic  is  that  all  of  these  women  have  self-selected  for  military  service.  While 
volunteering  for  active  duty  and  volunteering  for  the  Reserves  probably  involves  slightly 
different  motivations,  there  is  still  a  similarity  that  exists  with  veterans  in  volunteering  for 
military  service.  The  second  reason  why  this  comparison  is  important  is  because  active 
duty  personnel  represent  the  "cost"  or  "benefit"  of  a  veteran's  choice  not  to  remain  in  the 
service. 

I  expected  that  young  women  veterans  would  be  disadvantaged  relative  to  those 
who  were  in  the  military,  but  that  this  disadvantage  would  diminish  with  age  (Hypothesis 
6).  Comparing  the  mean  earnings  of  active  duty  personnel  with  veterans  by 
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race/ethnicity,  white,  non-Hispanic  veterans  were  the  only  ones  to  be  disadvantaged 
relative  to  similar  active  duty  personnel.  African-American  women  veterans  did  not 
show  a  significant  difference  in  this  comparison  (Note  that  comparisons  were  not  made 
in  the  white  Hispanic  or  "Other"  racial/ethnic  groups  because  of  insufficient  Ns).  When 
the  data  are  disaggregated  by  age,  the  trend  opposite  of  what  I  predicted  can  be  seen. 
That  is,  for  both  white,  non-Hispanics  and  African  Americans,  there  is  a  veteran 
disadvantage  relative  to  active  duty  personnel  that  increases  with  age. 

Comparing  the  mean  family  incomes  of  veterans  and  active  duty  personnel  by 
race,  I  found  that,  overall,  both  white,  non-Hispanic  and  African-American  veterans  were 
significantly  disadvantaged  relative  to  their  active  duty  counterparts.  Among  white,  non- 
Hispanics,  a  pattern  similar  to  that  which  could  be  seen  in  the  earnings  comparison 
emerges,  with  the  oldest  group  of  veterans  receiving  the  most  disadvantage.  However, 
only  the  middle  age  group  of  African-American  veterans  experienced  an  earnings 
disadvantage. 

The  regression  models,  however,  show  a  distinctly  different  relationship  between 
veterans  and  active  duty  personnel.  That  is,  white,  non-Hispanic  veterans  experienced 
no  significant  difference  from  similar  active  duty  personnel  in  terms  of  earnings  or  family 
income.  African-American  veterans  did  not  differ  significantly  from  their  active  duty 
counterparts  in  terms  of  income,  but  actually  had  a  significant  advantage  over  similar 
active  duty  personnel  in  terms  of  family  income.  The  disparate  results  between  the  mean 
comparisons  and  the  regression  equations  are  related  to  the  control  for  the  amount  of 
time  worked  in  1989  in  the  regression.  On  average,  white,  non-Hispanic  and  African- 
American  active  duty  personnel  worked  1 .5  times  as  many  hours  in  1989  than  their 
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veteran  counterparts.  Therefore,  when  this  time  is  held  constant,  the  active  duty 
advantage  disappears.  In  analysis  not  shown,  I  reran  the  regression  equations,  removing 
the  control  for  hours  worked  and  found  that  the  active  duty  advantage  returned  in  the 
earnings  equations  for  white,  non-Hispanics  and  African  Americans  and  that  the 
differences  in  family  income  became  insignificant.  Thus,  veterans  are  likely  to  earn  less 
than  their  active  duty  counterparts  in  annual  earnings,  but  the  active  duty  personnel  must 
work  significantly  more  often  to  receive  this  premium. 

It  is  also  important  to  note  that  the  dependent  measures  for  active  duty  personnel 
may  underestimate  the  advantages  (or  overestimate  the  disadvantages)  of  active  duty 
service.  Free  medical  care,  on-base  housing,  tax-free  shopping,  and  other  tax  breaks 
(e.g.,  some  of  the  allowances  for  active  duty  personnel  are  non-taxable)  add  considerably 
to  the  value  of  military  service.  These  things  are  not  included  in  my  measurements. 
Therefore,  my  estimates  of  the  difference  in  socioeconomic  status  between  veterans  and 
their  active  duty  counterparts  are  likely  to  be  biased  in  favor  of  veterans. 

I  did  not  start  out  with  any  predictions  about  the  comparison  between  veterans 
and  individuals  with  service  only  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve.  Only  one  article  that  I  came 
across  during  my  literature  review  even  addressed  the  Guard  or  Reserve  issue.  Mehay 
and  Hirsch  (1996)  compared  veteran  reservists  with  non- veteran  reservists  and  found 
that,  overall,  women  veterans  were  at  an  earnings  disadvantage  relative  to  their  non¬ 
veteran  counterparts.  Most  of  this  disadvantage  was  borne  by  non-minority  women. 
Comparing  women  veterans,  on  whom  I  do  not  have  any  information  concerning 
whether  or  not  they  also  had  service  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve,  to  women  who  have  only 
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served  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve  (they  may  or  may  not  be  currently  serving  in  the  Guard 
or  Reserve)  is  somewhat  different. 

When  comparing  the  mean  earnings  and  family  incomes  of  veterans  and 
individuals  with  service  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve  only  by  race,  there  does  not  appear  to 
be  much  difference  between  the  two  groups.  Only  the  youngest  white,  non-Hispanic 
women  veterans  earned  significantly  more  than  their  Guard/Reserve  counterparts. 
Controlling  for  the  various  measures  related  to  socioeconomic  status  in  the  regression 
equations  produced  a  significant  earnings  disadvantage  for  both  white,  non-Hispanic  and 
African-American  veterans  relative  to  similar  women  with  service  only  in  the  Guard  or 
Reserve.  The  difference  in  family  income  remained  insignificant.  While  the  finding  on 
earnings  is  consistent  with  the  results  of  Mehay  and  Hirsch  (1996)  in  terms  of  the 
direction  of  the  relationship,  the  magnitude  of  the  veteran  disadvantage  I  found  was 
significantly  greater  than  theirs  (20%-22%  vs.  9%).  In  addition,  I  found  that  both  white, 
non-Hispanic  and  African-American  veterans  were  about  equally  disadvantaged  relative 
to  their  Guard/Reserve  counterparts. 

The  Military  Composition  of  Local  Labor  Markets 

While  not  the  primary  focus  of  my  research,  the  military  composition  of  local 
labor  markets  appears  to  influence  significantly  the  earnings  and  family  income  of  women 
veterans  and  non- veterans.  DeTray  (1982)  hypothesized  that  veteran  status  would  be  of 
particular  benefit  to  veterans  in  subgroups  within  which  there  were  a  multitude  of 
veterans.  This  is  because  those  who  were  not  veterans  were  unlikely  to  have  met  the 
high  standards  necessary  to  be  selected  by  the  military  for  service.  Knowing  this, 
employers  could  use  a  person's  veteran/non- veteran  status  as  a  screening  device  to  weed 


159 


out  those  individuals  who  may  not  be  productive  workers.  Likewise,  if  there  are 
subgroups  in  which  there  are  very  few  veterans,  then  the  value  of  veteran  status  as  a 
screening  device  depreciates  because  there  are  likely  to  be  many  non- veterans  who  could 
have  met  the  military's  standards  had  they  chosen  to  do  so. 

While  DeTray  (1982)  was  referring  to  birth  cohorts  in  his  study,  I  attempted  to 
apply  this  concept  to  labor  forces.  By  controlling  for  the  percentage  of  the  local  labor 
force  that  is  veteran,  I  expected  that  increasing  percentages  of  veterans  would  lead  to 
increasing  advantages  for  veterans,  as  non- veterans  were  'screened  out'  at  a  higher  rate. 
However,  this  was  not  my  finding.  Overall,  increasing  concentrations  of  veterans  in  the 
labor  force  was  associated  with  a  l%-2%  earnings  and  family  income  penalty  for  each 
percentage  point  increase  in  the  percentage  of  veterans  in  the  LMA  labor  force.  For  the 
most  part,  this  held  for  all  races/ethnicities  (with  the  exception  of  the  family  income  of 
"other"  women).  In  addition,  veterans  and  non-serving  women,  across  all 
races/ethnicities,  did  not  differ  significantly  in  the  effect  that  this  variable  had  on  their 
earnings  or  family  income.  It  is  noteworthy  that,  in  analysis  not  shown,  the  variable 
operated  in  a  similar  fashion  for  males  of  all  races/ethnicities. 

The  other  military  characteristic  of  labor  markets  that  I  included  in  this  study  was 
the  percentage  of  the  LMA  labor  force  that  is  on  active  duty.  Increasing  concentrations 
of  active  duty  personnel  in  the  local  labor  market  have  been  associated  with  negative 
consequences  for  the  socioeconomic  status  attainment  of  women  [Cotter  et  al.  (1997)]. 
As  I  explained  earlier,  this  may  be  due  to  the  captive,  yet  transient  nature  of  a  large 
portion  of  the  work  force  that  is  occupied  by  military  spouses.  In  general,  I  found  that 
the  larger  the  percentage  of  active  duty  personnel  that  was  in  the  labor  force,  the  lower 
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earnings  and  family  income.  This  effect,  though  significant,  was  less  in  magnitude  (less 
than  1%  per  percentage  point  increase)  than  the  effect  of  the  concentration  of  veterans. 
The  effect  of  veteran  and  active  duty  concentration  on  socioeconomic  status  attainment 
is  especially  important  to  women  veterans,  who  tend  to  live  in  areas  of  higher 
concentrations  of  both  veteran  and  active  duty  personnel  than  their  non-serving 
counterparts. 

What  makes  the  findings  concerning  the  military  composition  of  labor  markets 
even  more  striking  is  that  their  impact  persists  even  after  I  have  controlled  for  local 
unemployment  rates,  poverty  rates,  and  the  percentages  of  minorities  and  women  in  the 
labor  force.  While  I  have  suggested  that  the  nature  of  the  labor  force  within  labor 
markets  which  have  high  concentrations  of  active  duty  personnel  may  contribute  to  this 
effect,  there  may  be  other  correlated  factors  which  better  explain  the  negative  impact  of 
high  concentrations  of  military  and  ex-military  personnel  on  earnings  and  family  income. 
One  possibility  may  have  to  do  with  the  regions  in  which  these  labor  markets  are  located. 
I  have  argued  previously  about  the  importance  of  including  local  labor  market  conditions 
in  the  analysis  of  socioeconomic  status,  but  we  cannot  forget  that  these  labor  markets  are 
embedded  in  regions  which  may  have  differential  wage  structures,  occupational 
structures,  or  cultural  values  regarding  the  value  of  women's  employment. 

While  a  pattern  of  this  nature  is  not  readily  observable  looking  at  the  location  of 
those  labor  markets  with  the  highest  concentrations  of  veterans  in  the  labor  force,  nine 
out  of  the  ten  labor  markets  (and  all  of  the  top  five)  with  the  highest  concentrations  of 
active  duty  personnel  are  located  in  the  southern  region  (as  defined  by  the  U.S.  Census 
Bureau).  These  ten,  ranked  in  descending  order  of  active  duty  concentration,  include: 
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Killeen,  TX  (Ft.  Hood);  Ft.  Knox,  KY;  Jacksonville,  NC  (Camp  Lejeune);  Hopkinsville, 
KY  (Ft.  Cambell);  Virginia  Beach,  VA  (several  installations);  Hinesville,  GA  (Ft. 
Stewart);  Lawton,  OK  (Ft.  Sill);  Fayetteville,  NC  (Ft.  Bragg);  Pensacola,  FL  (Pensacola 
NAS,  Eglin  AFB,  Hurlbert  Field);  and  Ft.  Leonard  Wood,  MO. 

When  a  dummy  variable  that  controls  for  residence  in  the  South  is  added  to  the 
regression  equations  in  TABLES  43-46,  contrary  to  what  one  would  expect,  there  is  no 
substantive  change  in  the  regression  coefficients  for  the  variables  representing  the 
concentration  of  military  personnel  and  veterans  in  the  labor  market.  This  implies  that 
the  negative  impact  of  having  high  concentrations  of  active  duty  personnel  or  veterans  in 
the  labor  market  occurs  net  of  the  effects  of  any  regional  (South/Non-South)  differences. 


162 


CONCLUSION 


The  bridging  environment  hypothesis  was  first  posited  by  Browning,  Lopreato, 
and  Poston  in  1973.  They  viewed  the  military  as  an  investment  opportunity  where  those 
individuals  lacking  in  human  capital  or  in  their  ability  to  convert  human  capital  into 
socioeconomic  status  could  invest  a  few  years  of  their  lives  in  exchange  for  education 
and  training,  motivation  and  independence,  and  skills  that  they  could  utilize  to  operate 
more  effectively  within  a  bureaucratic  system.  The  greater  the  initial  human  capital 
deficit,  the  more  likely  a  profit  would  be  realized.  The  risk  in  this  investment,  though,  is 
that  by  joining  the  military,  the  chance  to  invest  in  other  opportunities,  which  may  yield 
more  of  a  profit,  is  forgone  or  delayed. 

This  theory  was  developed  almost  a  quarter  of  a  century  ago  when  opportunities 
for  minorities  and  women  were  much  more  limited  than  they  are  today  or  were  in  1 990, 
when  my  data  were  collected.  Therefore,  a  more  recent  "investment"  in  the  military 
translates  into  a  higher  investment  risk  and  decreased  likelihood  of  profit  for  those  who 
joined  the  military  in  an  era  of  increasing  civilian  opportunities.  Indeed,  it  is  apparent 
from  this  study  that  groups  of  individuals  who  have  been  traditionally  thought  of  as 
disadvantaged  in  terms  of  human  capital  or  their  ability  to  convert  their  capital  into  status 
(i.e.,  minorities  and  women)  may  no  longer  receive  a  profit  from  military  service,  or,  at 
least,  a  profit  that  is  more  beneficial  than  the  foregone  or  delayed  opportunities. 

Instead  of  conceptualizing  this  change  in  the  process  of  status  attainment  as  a 
loss  for  veterans,  it  may  be  better  to  view  the  lack  of  a  veteran  advantage  as  a 
depreciation  of  veteran  benefits  relative  to  the  benefits  of  citizenship  in  general.  As 
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Segal  (1989)  points  out,  the  benefits  of  citizenship  are,  for  the  most  part,  no  longer  tied 
to  obligations  of  citizenship.  Yesterday's  veterans'  benefits  are  today's  non-veterans' 
entitlements.  The  prime  example  of  this  is  the  Federal  support  and  subsidization  of 
civilian  education.  Segal  (1989)  refers  to  this  as  the  G.I.  Bill  without  the  G.I.  It  appears 
that  the  benefits  of  military  service  during  the  AVF  allow  minority  women  veterans  to 
keep  pace  with  their  civilian  counterparts,  but  do  not  offer  the  extra  payoff  that  previous 
research  on  minority  males  seemed  to  demonstrate.  White,  non-Hispanic  women  appear 
to  lose  ground,  at  least  initially,  to  their  civilian  counterparts  through  their  military 
service.  The  reason  why  a  veteran  disadvantage  only  surfaces  in  the  analysis  of  white, 
non-Hispanic  women  may  be  related  to  the  increased  opportunities  which  white,  non- 
Hispanic  non- veterans  have  over  minority  non-veterans. 

This  study  also  points  to  the  significance  of  the  interaction  of  military  service 
with  family  life.  A  life  course  perspective  may  be  most  appropriate  for  summarizing  the 
apparent  interaction  between  these  two  institutions.  While  data  show  that  women  on 
active  duty  may  be  limiting  the  demands  which  the  family  places  on  them  because  of  the 
greedy  nature  of  the  military  institution  (e.g.,  by  having  fewer  children),  these  limitations 
do  not  appear  to  be  permanent  or  to  carry  over  into  a  veteran's  post-service  life,  giving 
the  veterans  a  socioeconomic  advantage  over  their  non-veteran  counterparts.  Thus,  the 
limiting  of  family  demands  by  active  duty  women  should  be  viewed  as  a  temporary 
solution  to  a  problem  of  limited  personal  resources,  not  a  long-term  socioeconomic 
strategy.  The  delay  in  veteran  childbearing  due  to  military  service  may  result  in  veterans 
having  children,  or  at  least  having  younger  children,  at  a  point  in  their  life  cycle  in  which 
it  may  be  very  disadvantageous,  in  terms  of  socioeconomic  status  attainment,  to  have  a 
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young  child.  Having  a  young  child  may  make  the  transition  back  into  the  civilian  labor 
force  more  difficult  or  delay  educational  attainment  (e.g.,  completion  of  a  bachelor's 
degree). 

A  decline  in  the  relative  value  of  veteran  benefits  and  the  interaction  of  military 
service  with  family  variables  over  one's  life  course  are  not  the  only  explanations  for  my 
results,  however.  One  must  also  remember  that  selection  bias  may  be  operating. 
Although  I  have  attempted  to  limit  the  effects  of  selection  bias  by  selecting  for  my 
sample  only  those  women  who  had  completed  their  high  school  diploma  or  GED, 
selection  bias  has  not  been  specifically  controlled  for.  Thus,  the  results  of  this  study  may 
simply  reflect  the  possibility  that  the  military  is  selecting  minority  women  for  service  who 
have  roughly  equivalent  socioeconomic  potential  as  those  minority  women  who  are  not 
selected  or  who  do  not  self-select  for  military  service.  If  the  effect  of  military  service  is 
negligible,  than  one  would  expect  to  see  little  difference  in  the  socioeconomic  status 
attainment  of  minority  veterans  and  minority  non- veterans. 

The  possibility  that  white,  non-Hispanic  women  who  are  selected  for  military 
service  may  already  have  a  lower  status  attainment  potential  than  those  who  are  not 
selected  or  do  not  self-select  for  military  service  could  also,  then,  account  for  the  veteran 
disadvantage  which  I  found  for  this  racial/ethnic  group.  This  may  be  especially  true  if 
white,  Non-Hispanic  women  who  enter  the  military  are  less  able  to  complete  a  college 
degree  than  their  non-serving  counterparts  because  they  have,  on  average,  lower 
cognitive  ability  and/or  relatively  fewer  family  financial  resources.  Although  some 
research  has  addressed  the  issue  of  selection  bias  for  male  veterans,  there  is  a  need  for 
future  research  to  explore  this  issue  with  regards  to  women. 
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There  are  several  other  areas  which  future  research  on  veteran  socioeconomic 


status  attainment  should  address  which  I  have  either  not  explored  in  this  paper  or  have 
examined  only  in  a  superficial  manner.  One  of  these  areas  is  the  effect  of  local  labor 
market  conditions  on  the  status  attainment  of  veterans.  An  advantage  of  this  study  over 
previous  research  is  that  I  have  been  able  to  control  for  several  local  labor  market 
conditions.  However,  other  than  the  concentration  of  veterans  and  active  duty  personnel 
in  the  LMAs'  labor  forces,  I  have  not  really  addressed  the  other  labor  market  variables 
which  I  have  included  as  controls  in  my  analysis.  A  quick  glance  back  through  the 
various  regression  models,  though,  shows  that  many  of  these  are  consistently  significant 
determinants  of  both  earnings  and  family  income  for  veterans  and  non- veterans  alike. 
Even  the  military  characteristics  of  labor  markets  need  to  be  further  examined.  For 
example,  although  I  did  not  pursue  this  issue  within  the  framework  of  this  paper,  there  is 
some  evidence  that  the  relationship  between  the  percentage  of  a  labor  force  that  is  on 
active  duty  and  socioeconomic  status  attainment  may  not  be  linear  in  nature. 

Although  the  PUMS-L  data  used  in  this  study  do  allow  the  analysis  of  local  labor 
market  conditions,  there  are  certain  drawbacks  to  its  use  that  future  researchers  should 
consider.  First,  there  is  no  information  on  the  jobs  which  veterans  had  or  the  training 
that  they  received  while  still  in  the  military,  which  makes  it  difficult  to  draw  a  complete 
picture  of  veteran  status  attainment.  As  the  transferability  of  job  training  is  a  major 
component  of  the  bridging  environment  hypothesis  and  is  certainly  critical  in  evaluating 
the  value  of  an  individual's  military  service,  this  deficit  of  information  is  one  which  is 
relatively  important  to  correct.  Second,  these  data  are  not  longitudinal.  This  makes  it 
extremely  difficult  to  perform  any  analysis  based  on  a  life  course  perspective,  which  may 
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be  important  in  the  interaction  of  military  and  familial  variables.  Future  studies,  then, 
should  consider  the  use  of  longitudinal  data  for  analysis.  Third,  the  small  number  of 
minority,  especially  white,  Hispanic  and  those  of  "other"  races/ethnicities,  makes  it 
extremely  difficult  to  achieve  any  statistically  significant  results  for  these  groups, 
regardless  of  the  substantive  differences  between  veterans  and  non- veterans  in  these 
categories.  In  the  future,  these  groups  may  need  to  be  oversampled  in  order  to  obtain 
better  results. 

Future  research  should  also  explore  further  the  relationship  between  the 
socioeconomic  status  attainment  of  veterans  and  those  who  are  still  on  active  duty  and 
those  who  have  served  only  in  the  Guard  or  Reserve.  However,  data  used  to  make  such 
a  comparison  should  contain  several  pieces  of  information  which  were  not  asked  of 
respondents  of  the  1990  Census.  These  are:  1)  a  more  realistic  measure  of  the  earnings 
of  active  duty  personnel  which  includes  the  value  of  benefits  such  as  free  medical  care 
and  on-base  housing  (this  measure  should  also  be  included  for  other  military  status 
categories,  although  it  would  be  applicable  to  a  smaller  percentage  of  them);  2)  more 
detailed  information  on  rank  or  officer/enlisted  status  of  both  military  personnel  and 
veterans;  3)  branch  of  service;  4)  a  category  for  prior  accession  Guard  and  Reserve 
personnel;  and  5)  more  detailed  information  on  the  military  status  of  Guard  and  Reserve 
personnel  such  as  length  of  service,  period  of  service,  etc. 

Finally,  the  most  important  thing  that  future  research  can  do  is  continue  to  study 
women  veterans.  As  I  stated  in  my  introduction,  women  veterans  are  a  significant 
population  which  remains  underrepresented  in  the  published  literature.  While  this  paper 
certainly  adds  to  the  relatively  small  literature  base,  additional  studies  need  to  be 
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accomplished  in  order  to  confirm  the  reliability  of  my  findings.  Furthermore,  research  on 
women  veterans  is  not  only  important  for  the  study  of  the  effects  of  military  service  on 
socioeconomic  status  attainment.  To  the  extent  that  young  women  who  are  considering 
military  service  are  aware  of  the  relative  advantages  and  disadvantages  of  serving  in  the 
military  or  becoming  a  veteran,  their  propensity  to  serve  in  the  U.S.  Armed  Forces  may 
be  significantly  influenced  in  either  a  positive  or  negative  direction. 
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